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ABSTRACT
This dissertation evaluated the factors associated with faculty members’ 
perceptions, resistance, and expectations associated with distance education. The 
theories utilized to collect and analyze the data were diffusion of innovation, 
motivation theory, and human performance theory. Nine universities participated in 
the research.
The primary objectives of this study were to discover the factors which 
determine why a faculty member does or does not participate in distance education 
and to determine what type of adopter defined a faculty member’s role in distance 
education. Eight factors were identified: faculty satisfaction/intrinsic motivation, 
technology assistance/support, communication, distance education ease, technology 
training, reaching students, extrinsic motivations, and quality.
This study shows that faculty members have a positive attitude toward 
distance education yet are not ready to be active participants in distance education. 
As far as Rogers diffusion of innovation adopters, early adopters and laggards were 
the largest participators in distance education. Laggards being participants in 
distance education was an unexpected finding.
This study also revealed that a faculty member’s performance was more 
valuable than extrinsic motivators. Furthermore, the data revealed faculty 
satisfaction/intrinsic motivation was the number one factor that would motivate a 
faculty to participate in distance education.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Today, education is challenged with providing quality distance learning to 
meet the needs o f rural students and adult learners. Higher education is turning to the 
World Wide Web to bring classes to students in rural communities and to students 
who need a flexible schedule. Students in the 21st century are active consumers, 
looking not only for flexible programs but also for cost-effective programs. These 
students are very comfortable with technology and have knowledge on how to access 
resources and adapt to educational changes.
Distance education has been available since the late 1800s. The University of 
Chicago established the first major correspondence program in the United States in 
which the teacher and learner were at different locations (Gunawardena & Mclsaac, 
2004). William Harper, in the 1850s, established alternatives such as correspondence 
courses for those who could not afford full-time residence at an educational 
institution (Gunawardena & McIsaac).This type of education was viewed as inferior 
similar to how distance education is viewed today. Distance education continued to 
evolve into radio, the first distance education technology, during World War I and 
then into television in the 1950s (Armstrong, Gessner, & Cooper, 2000; 
Gunawardena & Mclsaac). Two-way audio interaction using headphones, speakers, 
and audio bridge helped to decrease the student’s feeling of isolation (Armstrong,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Gessner, & Cooper). The concept of correspondence courses continued to progress 
into the newer technologies such as two-audio and two-way visual interchange, 
which felt like the traditional classroom was brought to distance education 
(Armstrong, Gessner, & Cooper). Soon came computer-assisted instruction (CAI) for 
individualized student learning and self-paced instruction (Amstrong, Gessner, & 
Cooper). The progress of computer technology was slow; it took approximately 30 
years to move forward. “The evolution of asynchronous and synchronous technology 
for academic courses and continuing education has provided the opportunity for 
essential interaction while learning at a distance” (Armstrong et al., p 64).
Distance learning differs from the traditional classroom or on-campus - 
programs because of the separation in space and/or time (Bruder, 1989). “Distance 
education is designed to serve learners who are unable, for reasons of geography or 
schedule, to attend courses on campus” (Roberts, 1997, p. 3). There are also students 
who decide to participate in distance learning solely for the convenience of working 
in their space on their schedule. According to Bruder, distance education instruction 
includes the use of educational models that employ telecommunications or electronic 
devices for two-way communication between educator and learners. Differentiation 
between web-based learning and distance education is minimal. Muir (2001) defined 
“web-based learning as adaptive while traditional classroom education is not always 
adaptable” (p. 1). Distance education is also adaptive as discussed by Bruder and 
Roberts. As Bruder acknowledged, distance learning is different from traditional 
classroom education. Bruder also stated faculty members have concerns about
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3workload.
The faculty's workload affects the learning environment of students 
(Hinrichsen et al., 2002). Hinrichsen et al. wrote that if  the faculty is dissatisfied and 
overwhelmed with their workload, good student results are not achieved. Interest in 
faculty workload and productivity were brought to the forefront due to faltering state 
economies and rising costs o f higher education. Reviews of studies on faculty 
workload suggest that long work hours, especially on teaching and teaching-related 
activities, result in little classroom time (Meyer, 1998). According to Meyer, there 
has been little research on the topic of faculty productivity. One of the barriers to 
researching faculty productivity is the belief that teaching equates with lecturing.
Over the past decade, the salient policy issue concerning higher education has 
been the regulation of faculty work (Porter & Umbach, 2001). As the demand for 
state money increases, legislators are focusing attention on increasing productivity of 
the faculty at state-supported institutions as an alternative to increasing state 
spending. A mandated increase in faculty teaching could decrease instructional costs, 
but these savings might be offset by a concomitant loss of research revenues (Porter 
& Umbach).
The concern by faculty about the quality of web-based learning courses is 
addressed by Weerakoon (2003) in her article on e-leaming and health professions. 
She discussed the pedagogy of web-based learning and how some courses in the 
health professions lend themselves to e-leaming but that the success for the student 
will depend on the developer’s ability to use the technology and facilitate learning.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Research Question
The research question to be addressed is: What are the possible factors that 
influence the faculty members’ adoption of distance education? The research 
completed in this project varies from other research on this topic because a different 
theoretical framework was utilized and the research strictly focused on the faculty as 
the subject of the population study. The uniqueness of this study compared to the 
Betts study is that the theorists Rogers, Keller, and Rummler and Brache guided the 
adaptation of the Betts tool.
The following research hypotheses were generated from the research 
question. The hypotheses are restated in the null form for statistical testing purposes 
at the 0.05 significance level.
1. There is no relationship between Rogers’s level of adopter and participation in 
distance education.
2. There is no relationship between faculty motivation and participation in 
distance education.
3. There is no relationship between faculty performance and participation in 
distance education.
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5Limitations o f the Study
Limitations were not readily apparent at the start of the research project and 
developed or became apparent as the study progressed. In any case, limitations were 
not considered alibis or excuses; they were simply factors or conditions that help the 
reader get a truer sense of what the study results mean and how widely they can be 
generalized.
1. Due to the small/unique sample available for the study, results may not be 
generalizable beyond the specific population from which the sample was 
drawn.
2. Due to the failure of sample respondents to answer all questions, results might 
not accurately reflect the opinions of all members of the included population.
3. Due to the timing of the study, a significant number of respondents were 
unavailable or unwilling to participate in the testing.
Delimitations
Delimitations were factors that affect the study over which the research 
generally does have some degree of control. Delimitations describe the scope of the 
study or establish parameters or limits for the study. Frequently, setting limits on the 
sample size, extent of the geographic region from which data are collected, response 
formats included in data-collecting instruments, or the time frame for the study 
makes the study feasible for the researcher, and such delimitations were noted.
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61. In order to assure manageability of the collected data, survey instruments 
used only multiple-choice items and did not include open-ended response 
items.
2. Due to the large number of potential participants in the study population, the 
population involved in the study focused only on universities that met the 
“The Basic Classification” from the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching criteria.
Theoretical Framework
The research, research question, and faculty survey are based on the 
theoretical framework from three theories/models: Rogers’s diffusion of innovation, 
Keller’s (1987) attention, relevance, confidence, and satisfaction (ARCS) model, and 
Rummler and Brache’s (1995) organizational model. Factors that may affect higher 
education faculty include motivation, both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, quality of 
online courses and students, university policies, and technology use and support.
Diffusion o f  Innovation by Everett M. Rogers
Rogers (2003) attempts to explain how new ideas or new ways of doing 
certain tasks are spread or diffused throughout a social group. He identifies six stages 
in the diffusion of an innovation: recognizing a problem or need, basic and applied 
research, development, commercialization, diffusion/adoption, and consequences. 
Rogers (2003) noticed that he could classify the type of people who would
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7adopt innovation at different times in the diffusion process. He identified the 
following: innovators are venturesome, early adopters are people in the community 
others look to for direction, early majority are deliberate and make decisions only 
after much analysis, late majority are skeptical, and finally laggards are traditional 
and want to see things remain as they are. He noticed many other characteristics of 
these people, such as personality variables, socioeconomic characteristics, and 
communication behaviors.
The question facing anyone interested in spreading a new idea or tool is: 
What is the fastest, least painful way to go about the task? If there is profit in 
spreading this new idea, then one also might ask how that profit can be maximized. 
Rogers’s (2003) theory of how the diffusion of innovations happens answers these 
questions.
Rogers provides us the following definitions:
• Diffusion: . .the process by which (1) an innovation (2) is communicated
through certain channels (3) over time (4) among the members of a social system”
(p. 11).
• Innovation: “An innovation is an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as 
new by an individual or other unit of adoption. It matters little, so far as human 
behavior is concerned, whether or not an idea is ‘objectively’ new as measured by 
the lapse of time since its first use or discovery” (p 12).
• Communication Channel: “...the means by which messages get from one 
individual to another. The nature of the information exchange between individuals 
determines the conditions in which a source will or will not transmit the innovation 
to the receiver and the effect of such a transfer” (p. 18).
• Time: “The time dimension is involved in diffusion in (1) the innovation- 
decision process by which an individual passes from first knowledge of an 
innovation through its adoption or rejection, (2) the innovativeness of an individual 
or other unit of adoption (that is, the relative earliness/lateness with which an
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
innovation is adopted) compared with other members of a system, and (3) an 
innovation’s rate of adoption in a system, usually measured as the number of 
members of the system who adopt the innovation in a given time period” (p. 20).
• Social System: “ a set of interrelated units that are engaged in j oint problem 
solving to accomplish a common goal” (p 23).
• Change Agent: “ . . .an individual who attempts to influence clients’ 
innovation-decisions in a direction that is deemed desirable by a change agency” (p 
38).
Hubbard, Huang, and Mulvey (2003) used Rogers’s (2003) diffusion of 
innovation theory as a theoretical framework to understand substance abuse 
treatment providers’ awareness, attitudes, and practices of treatment improvement 
protocols (TIPs). The authors used the diffusion of innovation theory as an 
evaluation method. Diffusion of innovation theory was used to identify the 
importance of interpersonal communication, to design the evaluation project 
instrument, and to design and implement the TIPs evaluation project (Hubbard et al., 
2003). Based on the results of the project, the authors wrote that “diffusion theory 
offers an excellent conceptual framework for any project evaluating the 
dissemination and use of products and services” (p. 107).
Motivation by Keller
Keller’s (1983) motivation theory, ARCS, examines how motivation is 
involved in learning and how efforts to increase and sustain motivation can be built 
into the design of instruction. “Although the ARCS model primarily addresses the 
motivational requirements of the learner in the context of a specific lesson or course 
of instruction, its flexibility allows one to take into account more long term
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faculty member. Visser described that the ARCS model can modify the internal 
motivational disposition of the learner, and this modification may touch on longer 
lasting effects, as the outcomes relate to changes the learner (faculty) has brought 
about him- or herself internally.
Attention refers to the interest or curiosity that the individual initially 
exhibits and whether or not the interest can be sustained throughout the learning 
process. Attention is a prerequisite for learning (Shellnut, Savage, & Knowlton,
1998). For faculty to participate in web-based education there is a learning curve that 
needs to be assessed. The faculty learning curve would need to include motivational 
theory along with training. Keller (1983) included in his definition of attention the 
importance of capturing the interest of faculty learners, stimulating the curiosity to 
learn. One could extrapolate this piece of the definition and use this first step of 
ARCS to stimulate faculty to be involved in distance learning.
Relevance refers to the learner’s perception of personal need satisfaction in 
relation to the instruction, or whether a highly desired goal is perceived to be related 
to the instructional activity (Keller, 1983). According to Shellnut, Savage, and 
Knowlton (1998), relevance is possibly the most important motivational strategy. It 
is important for faculty to make an online course relevant to students and, 
conversely, the course needs to have relevance to the faculty member. It is important 
to create strategies that have relevance, which can increase the meaningfulness of 
instruction by relating it to personal needs (Shellnut, Savage, & Knowlton).
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Confidence refers to . .the perceived likelihood of success and the extent to 
which success is under the learner’s control” (Keller, 1983, p. 395). The likelihood 
for success increases with the experience of success, with some degree of personal 
control, and with the recognition that their success was their own doing (causation). 
“Adults, like children, who are expected to leam a new skill need an opportunity to 
acquire and practice the skill under conditions where the psychological risks are 
relatively low” (Shellnut, Savage, & Knowlton, 1998, p. 395). Faculty learning the 
new skill of online course development will need training, the right equipment, 
support, and the opportunity to practice in order to develop the confidence to 
continue online course development and involvement.
Satisfaction is the final category; Keller (1983) defines it as “ .. .the 
combination of extrinsic rewards and intrinsic motivation, and whether these are 
compatible with the learner’s anticipation” (p. 395). Satisfaction and therefore 
maintained motivation increase with intrinsic satisfaction rather than external 
rewards, which can be perceived as controlling. Are the motivating factors of faculty 
members involved in online education intrinsic, where they personally want to be 
involved for a variety of reasons, or is their motivation extrinsic, where they expect 
rewards and improvements?
The current debate surrounding theories of human motivation is influencing 
research in distance education. Researchers are beginning to look at intrinsic and 
extrinsic factors that motivate faculty to teach online courses. This focus is becoming 
increasingly evident in the research literature. O’Quinn and Corry (2004) explained
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
11
that motivational factors can be divided into intrinsic and extrinsic categories. The 
researchers analyzed thirty factors by which community college faculty members 
were motivated to participate in distance learning.
The population of the study included division chairs and faculty at a 
community college consisting of five campuses in the southeastern part of the United 
States. Their teaching loads consisted of (a) distance education courses and 
classroom courses, (b) solely distance courses, and (c) solely classroom courses 
(O’Quinn & Corry, 2004, p. 20).
The researchers distributed surveys to 572 faculty members and 15 division 
chairs (O’Quinn & Corry, 2004). The data between the faculty who taught distance 
learning only and the faculty who taught the combination of online and classroom 
were very similar. The findings in the survey found that faculty disagreed they were 
motivated by extrinsic factors such as financial gain, advanced academic status, and 
career advancement.
Intrinsic factors that motivated faculty to participate in distance learning 
included their ability to teach students who otherwise would not have access to 
education, the opportunity to work with more motivated and serious-minded 
students, a flexible work schedule, requirement for greater organization of materials, 
and the ability to use a variety of media resources (O’Quinn & Corry, 2004).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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In order to understand why and how an organization functions, one needs to 
look at the performance of the members. One method to measure performance is 
Rummler and Brache’s (1995) improving performance model. The Rummler and 
Brache model provides a powerful set of guidelines for systematically identifying the 
key variables when reorganizing training toward more appropriate evaluation 
(Rohrer-Murphy, 1997). The improving performance model suggests that both 
horizontal and vertical alignments are necessary for a well- functioning organization. 
Therefore, to be aligned horizontally, an organization establishes goals (column 1), 
creates a structure that best supports those goals (column 2), and then establishes 
managerial practices for achieving those goals (column 3). The model was designed 
to assess organization-wide alignment, the idea being alignment within the confines 
of a functional group or department is valid. Recent studies indicate that such change 
can take place within a single organization (department, school, or college) without 
requiring the entire organization to support the change (Rohrer-Murphy). According 
to Rummler and Brache (1995), the first dimension pertains to goals of which there 
are three levels of performance: (a) organization (university as the system and 
students as its customers), (b) process (web-based learning and instructional design), 
and (c) job/performer (faculty). The second dimension comprises three factors - 
performance needs -  that determine effectiveness at each level (and effectiveness of 
any system):
1. Goals: the Organization, Process, and Job/Performer levels each need specific
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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standards that reflect customers’ (students’) expectations for product and 
service quality, quantity, timeliness and cost.
2. Design: the structure of the Organization, Process, and Job/Performer Levels 
needs to include the necessary components (technology, support, and 
resources), configured in a way that enables the goals to be efficiently met.
3. Management: each of the Three Levels requires management practices that 
ensure that goals are current and being achieved, (pp. 18-19)
Each of these levels further shows how the Rummler and Brache model can 
be used to help faculty address their attitudes, performance and expectations of web- 
based learning (see Table 1). These variables represent a comprehensive set of 
performance improvement levels that can be used by faculty and administrators to 
improve participation and support of distance education.
Table 1
The Nine Performance Variables as Seen in a University Setting
Dimensions
Goals Design Management












(faculty) Job Goals Job Design Job Management
Adapted from Rummler and Brache (1995, p. 19).
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The Rummler and Brache performance model generally addresses businesses. 
A university is considered a business organization in whose organization the 
consumer or customer is the student, its performers are the faculty, and the process is 
the course design by faculty or designers. One could also ask the same question in 
higher education. Do students ask: What is going on with the faculty when web- 
based learning does not make sense or does not meet their needs? Why can they not 
get a web-based learning course to fit their needs when they need it? One would look 
at the university processes; inputs and outputs done by administration, faculty, and 
students, and external factors that will affect the delivery of courses via web-based 
learning. These questions address the quality and administrative support issues 
faculty question when asked to teach online. The administration’s examination of the 
Rummler and Brache model’s three levels of performance when designing a distance 
learning program, will assist in understanding faculty needs. One such need is 
training. Also, addressing the Rummler and Brache model at the process level would 
address course development and delivery of these courses across the university 
curriculum. At the individual level, each of the factors of inputs, task interference per 
table 1, will impact the professor and his/her performance or participation in web- 
based learning course delivery. The research question flows well with the Rummler 
and Brache model. The faculty survey assesses the performances specifications of 
faculty to understand the learning goals and standards they are expected to meet; the 
faculty feel that there are sufficient resources, clear signals and priorities, and a 
logical set of job responsibilities; whether consequences determine if the performers
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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(faculty) are rewarded (intrinsic and extrinsic rewards); whether skills and 
knowledge determines if  the faculty have the ability to achieve goals; and whether 
individual capacity determines if the faculty have the physical, mental, and 
emotional capacity to achieve the job goals (Rummler & Brache, 1995).
Assumptions
Assumptions stated in this section of Chapter 1 address limitations that the 
researcher was aware of that may affect the study but which the researcher did not 
attempt to control.
There are three primary assumptions to this study:
1. The university faculty will have basic computer skills to participate in the 
online questionnaire.
2. The university faculty has concerns about distance education in the areas of 
faculty workload, quality of online education, intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, 
and administrative and technological support.
3. The faculty will answer the questionnaire honestly and accurately.
Definitions
The definitions set the parameters of the study. The definition gave guidance 
in the survey to the participants.
1. Distance education: “Instruction through print or electronic communications 
media to persons engaged in planned learning in a place or time different from 
that of the instructor or instructors” (Gunawardena & Mclssac, 2004, p. 358). 
Web-based learning is a component of distance education.
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2. Online learning: Interactive, responsive, and valid information and learning 
opportunities to be delivered to learners at a time, place, and in appropriate 
forms convenient to the learners.
3. Faculty: Faculty includes all full-time faculty at all levels: Instructor, Assistant 
Professor, Associate Professor, and Professor.
4. Extrinsic motivation: An individual’s desire to participate in a given activity 
for something other than the activity itself. Rewards could be financial gain, 
advanced academic status, or career advancement (O’Quinn & Corry, 2004).
5. Intrinsic motivation: An individual’s desire to participate in a given activity for 
something other than the activity itself. Rewards could be the ability to teach 
students who otherwise would not have access to education, the opportunity to 
work with more motivated and serious-minded students, the flexible work 
schedule, requirement for greater organization of materials, and the ability to 
use a variety of media resources (O’Quinn & Corry, 2004).
6. Faculty workload: All the activities that take the time of a college or university 
teacher and are related directly or indirectly to professional duties, 
responsibilities, and interests (Yuker, 1984).
7. Motivation: the magnitude and direction of behavior (Keller, 1983).
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this literature review is to present the research relevant to a 
university and public policy for institutions of higher education, changing role of 
faculty in distance education, faculty concerns with distance education, and 
motivation theory as a possible mechanism to encourage faculty to be involved in 
distance education.
University Role in Distance Education
Policy Development
Distance education is changing how education is delivered. As part of this 
change, institutions of higher education are reexamining their policies, rules, and 
regulations that were originally written for the traditional classroom delivery. 
Oftentimes there are additional ingredients present when a need arises to change 
policies. These ingredients according to Edgerton (1993) could be (a) changes in 
conditions, (b) new leaders step forward when a need to respond to change occurs, 
and/or (c) a study or a report or other precipitating events ignite a national issue.
Research indicates that institutional policies are important to attract and 
retain faculty in distance education (Dillon & Walsh, 1992). Public concern with the
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quality of learning at the university level is affecting how universities design their 
policies. Faculty members are concerned with university policies that change their 
role. Part of this concern is the increasing emphasis on distance education.
Therefore, will policies need to be developed to focus more on undergraduate 
education so the trust of the public in higher education can be improved? (Edgerton, 
1993; Wergin, 1994). Faculty members ask whether an increased emphasis on 
undergraduate education will affect their role as a researcher by putting more 
emphasis on the teaching role. Edgerton and Wergin ask: Is there a need to change 
the quantitative standards for measuring research productivity and should policies be 
created to broaden the definition of scholarship to include creative works such as 
distance education and effective teaching? Fairweather (1996) also questions how 
research enhances undergraduate teaching when full-time faculty members are 
conducting research rather than teaching undergraduate students. Additionally, 
university policies should address how to encourage improvements in both teaching 
and research missions. These policies should also address distance education in the 
areas of teaching, training, and research.
Rockwell, Schauer, Fritz, & Marx, (1999) examined incentives that 
encourage faculty to develop educational opportunities via distance and examined 
obstacles that discourage them from doing so. “The major obstacles were related to 
time requirements, developing effective technology skills, and assistance and support 
needs.” Rockwell et al. found “monetary rewards for faculty and the cost to the 
student were seen as neither an incentive nor an obstacle” (p 8).
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Support
The introduction of new technologies can be simultaneously exciting and 
intimidating. This is especially true for faculties who have limited technical 
backgrounds. Learning new technology, in addition to nontraditional teaching 
strategies used in distance education, can be overwhelming. The administration 
needs to provide support for the faculty at the technical and administrative levels. 
Edgerton (1993) believes support in higher education should be three distinctive 
kinds of leadership: “First, academic administrators need to muster the political will 
to go into the second round tougher. It takes strong personal conviction to overcome 
the decentralized character of our institutions” (p. 10). The second level of leadership 
must come from the faculty, department by department. It is tough for faculty to 
reform due to the lack of incentives (Edgerton). Finally, there is leadership outside of 
the campus. “Faculty priorities are shaped by decisions of departmental colleagues, 
colleagues across the country, larger university faculty, central administration, the 
student marketplace, state governments, the federal government, accrediting and 
testing agencies, and more” (p. 10). These systems must help bring about change, 
and part of the change is distance education.
Competition occurs between universities who seek the best students and 
state-of-art programs. A quality distance education program is one o f  the programs 
that can be a deciding factor for students when choosing a university.
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Strategies
The growth of distance education in higher education depends on hiring and 
retaining quality faculty. Since distance education is a relatively new adventure for 
universities, very few incentives are in place to encourage the faculty to participate. 
Fairweather (1996) found that the more hours a faculty member spent teaching in the 
classroom, the lower their pay. Fairweather also found that the more time a faculty 
member spent on research and creating peer-reviewed publications, the higher their 
salary. Again it is noted that Rockwell et al. (1999) examined incentives that 
encouraged faculty to develop educational opportunities via distance and examined 
obstacles that discourage them from doing so “The major obstacles were related to 
time requirements, developing effective technology skills, and assistance and support 
needs. Monetary rewards for faculty and the cost to the student were seen as neither 
an incentive nor an obstacle” (p 8). Clark (1993) found similar concerns about 
faculty attitudes toward distance education. He found faculty attitudes were 
favorable towards college credit courses delivered through distance education. The 
faculties were not as positive when asked if they would participate in distance 
education. The results showed that rewards for distance education should be the 
same as any teaching or education activity.
As distance education continues to gain momentum in higher education, 
institutions need to create policies, develop strategies, and provide support to faculty 
and students if  distance education is to become successful.
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Faculty Role in Distance Education 
Clarifying Changing Roles
The role of faculty in higher education is changing just as the methods of 
delivering education are changing. Faculties are being asked to participate in 
distance education, traditional classroom teaching, research, community service, and 
professional services. Egan and Akdere (2005) designed a study to review and clarify 
the roles and competencies of practitioners. The authors explored these concepts in 
graduate student practitioners but the data can be extrapolated to current faculty in 
higher education. According to Johnson and Johnson (1994), “A role is defined as a 
set of expectations defining appropriate behaviors and expectations of an occupant of 
one position in relation to those in other positions” (as cited in Egan & Akdere, 
p. 89). The data suggested that there were fourteen roles of distance educators:
“(a) administrative manager, (b) instructor/facilitator, (c) instructional designer, (d) 
technology expert, (e) site facilitator, (f) support staff, (g) librarian, (h) technician, (i) 
evaluation expert, (j) graphic designer, (k) trainer, (1) media publisher/editor, (m) 
leader/change agent, and (n) systems expert/consultant” (p 89). Reviewing all of the 
roles can give one an understanding of why faculties in the Clark study were hesitant 
to participate in distance education. The identified competencies were a general set 
of distance education competencies. There were a total of 30 competencies 
identified. The competencies in the Egan and Akdere study were similar to previous 
studies of distance education competencies. The main difference was that the student
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practitioners focused on the technical competencies of distance education, whereas 
the professionals in previous studies focused on communication competencies.
Collaboration
According to Moore (1989), there are three types of interactions in an 
instructional setting: learner-instructor, learner-content, and leamer-leamer (as cited 
in Belanich, Wisher, & Orvis, 2004). In the traditional classroom, the interaction is 
generally learner-instructor and learner-content, whereas in distance learning the 
knowledge flows toward the learner (Belanich et al.). In distance education, or in 
Belanich et al.’s terminology, “distributed learning,” it is important to have 
collaboration between learners in the form of social interaction. Collaboration 
between learners and learners with the instructor generates a positive learning 
environment. In creating a distance learning course the instructor needs to utilize 
technology that will encourage interactions among learners.
Working together during distance education instruction and program 
development will be beneficial to the university, faculty, and students. Clarifying 
everyone’s changing role in distance education will be a formula for success.
Faculty Concerns
Faculty Workload
Faculty resistance to distance education is multifaceted. Research indicates 
that faculty resistance is linked to institutional barriers including increased workload,
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lack of time, lack of skills or knowledge, lack of access to relevant technology, lack 
of incentives, fears of reduced student interaction, and fragmented support services 
(Clark, 1993; Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Gilbert, 1995).
The question of faculty workload is one that is being examined by state 
governments and individual institutions (Winkler, 1992). There are at least a dozen 
states that are reviewing the academic work week. In 1991, the Ohio General 
Assembly introduced a bill that would link faculty salaries directly to the number of 
credit hours taught. This bill died in committee, but the issue is still alive in that 
there are many prominent legislators who continue to question what should be done. 
New Mexico requires all state-funded universities and colleges to report annually on 
the issues of number of hours spent by faculty members advising students and the 
percentage of lower-division courses taught by senior professors. In Florida, which 
is stricter, it is required that all full-time faculty teach 12 contact hours per week 
(Winkler). All this seems to stem from the mistrust of academics and the concept of 
tenure. Yuker (1984) goes on to explain the difficulties of calculating and defining 
workload.
Yuker (1984) stated that it is difficult to define faculty workload because one 
needs to decide which faculty activities should be included and which should be 
excluded. Most definitions are broad and include all the activities that take the time 
of a college or university teacher, whether they are related directly or indirectly to 
professional duties, responsibilities, and interests. Stecklein (1961) felt that studies of 
faculty workload provide vital information that can be used to improve an institution
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
24
in many ways. This reflects back on Edgerton’s (1993) statement wherein support in 
higher education should be packaged as three distinctive types o f leadership. One is 
with the faculty. Most of the research on faculty workload measures credit hours. 
Stecklein (1961), Wergin (1994), and Yuker recommended that research should 
include the amount of time spent on related activities, such as preparation for class, 
conferences with students, composing tests, and grading tests and papers. Activity 
reporting and equivalency reporting are the two common methodologies used to 
gather faculty workload data (Wergin). The activity methodology can answer the 
questions: How does faculty use their time, and how much do faculty work? 
(Stecklein; Wergin). Additionally, equivalency reporting equates to what faculty 
carry as far as credit hours compared to the university’s standard.
The majority of the collective research completed on faculty workload has 
been done with faculty in the traditional classroom setting. The question many 
faculties ponder is whether distance teaching takes more time than traditional 
classroom teaching. The research results are mixed and additional questions are 
brought forth. DiBiase (2000); Bender, Wood, and Vredevoogd (2004); and Billings 
et al. (1994) presented conflicting research when addressing whether distance 
education takes more work and time. DiBiase and Bender et al. found that it took less 
time to teach a distance course, whereas Billings et al. found that teaching via 
television required additional preparation time. DiBiase and Bender et al. also 
included teaching assistants, whose time was not taken into consideration when 
tabulating the time spent on course preparation. Both studies compared the time
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spent on a distance education course to the time spent on the same course taught in 
the traditional classroom. One major flaw of the study was not including the time 
spent by teaching assistants in the overall time spent on the distance course. Billings 
et al. found that the fundamental challenge regarding teaching via interactive 
television is increasing the reward system in order to motivate the faculty to develop 
innovative, cost-effective teaching practices that increase the learners’ access to 
distance learning. Billings et al.’s findings can be extrapolated to online distance 
learning. Visser’s (1990) research was a self-reporting case study comparing two 
classes: distant and traditional classrooms. Visser’s research used the same course 
and adapted the course content. The task and time study found that it took 
approximately twice the amount of time to teach distance courses as traditional 
classroom courses. The issues that required more time were course preparation and 
student interaction.
Distance Education Quality
How does one define quality in higher education and distance learning? Often 
quality in online education courses is measured by comparing the outcomes of the 
online course with the equivalent in-class course. Roblyer and Wiencke (2003) and 
Benson (2003) explored the different meanings of quality that are important to the 
process of planning online courses and programs. However, Benson and Roblyer and 
Wiencke define quality differently. Benson used accrediting commissions to develop 
five components that would be used to assess quality in a distance education
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program. On the other hand, Roblyer and Wiencke chose to explore quality in 
distance education from an interaction perspective by defining interaction and 
developing a rubric.
Benson (2003) chose the theoretical model by Cervero and Wilson because 
he felt that the classical, naturalistic, and critical planning models had some missing 
features. Cervero and Wilson’s negotiation of power and interests model directs 
interest to four concepts: power, interests, negotiation, and responsibility (as cited in 
Benson). Benson also utilized the 24 benchmarks by Phipps and Merisotis as the 
essentials to ensure quality in Internet-based distance education. After reviewing the 
benchmarks and realizing that quality meant different things to the stakeholders, 
Benson defined quality as “to achieve fitness for purposes on time and within 
budget” (p. 157). Benson continued to assess quality in the distance education 
program used by the university, quality of overcoming online stigma, quality as 
accreditation, quality as an effective and efficient course development process, and 
quality as effective pedagogy. The findings, when using Benson’s definition of 
quality, found distance education courses were “more rigorous” than the campus- 
based courses offered by the university system (p. 157).
Roblyer and Wiencke (2003) were able to develop a rubric to evaluate the 
quality of interaction in distance education courses. Computer-mediated 
conferencing (CMC) was used by Fahy and Ally (2005) to determine which learning 
style had the most active interaction during a distance education course. This 
correlates with the Roblyer and Wiencke study in that interaction by students in
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distance education courses can determine whether a potential barrier to learning is 
created if interaction does not occur (Fahy & Ally). Roblyer and Wiencke used a 
similar type of classification of participant interactions as Belanich, Wisher, and 
Orvis (2004). The members involved in the exchange of interactions are learner- 
content, learner-instructor, and leamer-leamer. Two additional perspectives were 
presented by Roblyer and Wiencke: characterization of interaction as message 
transmission and interaction as social and psychological connections. The latter was 
determined to be difficult to measure. The final outcome of the research was that the 
rubric provides substantial, useful feedback on how to make the course interactive.
Stewart, Hong, and Strudler (2004) developed an evaluation instrument for 
students to evaluate the quality of web-based instruction. This approach in assessing 
the quality of distance education courses took a different approach than Roblyer and 
Wiencke (2003) because this instrument evaluated the entire course and not just one 
part, such as interaction. The instrument included instructor and peer interaction as a 
factor, but it also assessed technical issues, such as appearance of web pages, 
hyperlinks and navigation, content delivery, online applications, class procedures, 
and expectations. This tool provided more information for the faculty and university 
when assessing the quality as well as student feedback of an online course or 
program than Roblyer and Wiencke’s tool.
The determination of quality can also be accomplished when factoring in 
student retention. Predicting student success with online courses usually includes 
variables such as grade point average (GPA); SAT scores, specifically mathematic
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scores; focus of control; and financial aid (DeTure, 2004; Morris, Wu, & Finnegan, 
2005). The specific predictors can present challenges to the distant learner. Some of 
the challenges are course navigation, external links, and student adaptation to self­
directed learning (DeTure). The predictors of technology self-confidence are higher 
GPA at time of enrollment in distance education, locus of control, and financial 
assistance. The predictors should be considered by those involved in designing, 
instructing, and making policy for distance education courses and programs to help 
students be successful in their adventures in distance education (DeTure; Morris et 
al.).
Learning Styles
A student’s learning style can also be a predictor for success in distance 
education. Learning styles denotes individual differences or preferences among 
learners, that impact learning (Fahy & Ally, 2005). The Kolb Learning Style 
Inventory was given to distance learning students in order to assess their learning 
style. The CMC tool was used to measure the interaction of the students. As cited in 
Fahy and Ally, Kolb’s theory holds that individuals move through the four stages as 
they learn: convergers are doers, divergents are watchers, accommodators are feelers, 
and assimilators are thinkers (Fahy & Ally). In the study, students who tested as 
convergent were found to have greater participation and thus found online interaction 
attractive.
When instructors of online learning courses are assessing student
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participation, they may find it helpful to know the student’s learning style. If 
students’ learning styles are not taken into account when designing an online course, 
their leaning styles may end up being a potential barrier to learning (Fahy & Ally, 
2005).
Teaching Style
Faculty teaching style can be defined by whether the instructor is teacher- 
centered or learner-centered (Dupin-Bryant, 2004). The authors found that 
instructors of interactive television courses displayed both behaviors but were 
stronger in the area of teacher-centered learning. Many believe that in order to 
account for the distance in distance education, there needs to be special teaching 
behaviors (Dupin-Bryant). Effective distance teaching is believed to revolve around 
a leamer-centered system of instruction (Beaudoin, 1990; Dillon & Walsh, 1992). 
Dillon and Walsh found that when faculty shift to a more leamer-centered 
instructional approach, they are more successful distance education instructors. 
Employing leamer-centered instructional strategies to reduce social and 
psychological distance between learners and the instructor should be emphasized 
(Beaudoin; Dillon & Walsh). Furthermore Dupin-Bryant’s study found one main 
limitation of the research was the Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) 
instrument. The PALS instrument was designed to measure a traditional classroom 
instructor’s teaching style, not distance education. The wording utilized by the PALS 
instrument was determined to be awkward for distance education.
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According to Maslow (1943), “Any motivated behavior, either preparatory or 
consummatory, must be understood to be a channel through which many basic needs 
may be simultaneously expressed or satisfied. Typically, an act has more than one 
motivation” (p 370). The motivation in Maslow’s hierarchy of needs from which 
institutions, faculty, and students obtain their satisfaction with distance learning is 
self-esteem needs. Self-esteem is the need or desire for stable, firmly based (usually) 
high evaluation of themselves, for self-respect, self-esteem, and for the esteem of 
others (Maslow). Satisfaction of the self-esteem need leads to feelings of self- 
confidence, worth, strength, capability, and adequacy of being useful and necessary 
in the world.
Faculty Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation
The current debate surrounding theories of human motivation is influencing 
research in distance education. Researchers are beginning to look at intrinsic and 
extrinsic factors that motivate faculty to teach online courses. This focus is becoming 
increasingly evident in the research literature. O’Quinn and Corry’s (2004) 
motivation factors were divided into intrinsic and extrinsic categories. Thirty factors 
were analyzed as to the degree to which community college faculty were motivated 
to participate in distance learning.
The population of the study included division chairs and faculty at a 
community college consisting of five campuses in the southeastern part of the United
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States, whose teaching loads consisted of either (a) distance education courses and 
classroom courses, (b) solely distance courses, or (c) solely classroom courses 
(O’Quinn & Corry, 2004, p. 20).
The methodology of the study was the use of surveys, which were distributed 
to 572 faculty members and 15 division chairs (O’Quinn & Corry, 2004). The data 
between the faculty who taught distance learning only and the faculty who taught the 
combination of online and classroom was very similar. Faculty disagreed among 
themselves that they were motivated by extrinsic factors such as financial gain, 
advanced academic status, and career advancement.
Intrinsic factors that motivated faculty to participate in distance learning were 
the ability to teach students who otherwise would not have access to education; the 
opportunity to work with more motivated, serious-minded students; the flexible work 
schedule; the requirement for greater organization of materials; and the ability to use 
a variety of media resources (O’Quinn & Corry, 2004).
Past Methods
The various methodologies mentioned in the cited research ranged from case 
studies using qualitative research techniques to quantitative multivariate statistics. 
The future of distance education research needs to focus on faculty hesitation to 
participate in distance education and developing competencies by using the Delphi 
technique. The Delphi technique was used in three of the studies. However, one area
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that was omitted was that the authors did not ask the instructors what they thought 
was needed to gain competency in teaching distance education.
A review of past research on faculty workload examined courses at the 
graduate level or at the administrative level. The author reported faculty workload 
and distance education completed by self-reporting in the area of traditional 
classroom teaching. Research on distance education is a time study done by the 
researchers. At this time, there is no literature available that discusses distance 
education and faculty workload on a large scale. Although the authors attempted to 
reduce the bias, it was difficult to accomplish. In addition, the data was skewed 
because the time spent on the courses by the teaching assistants was not reported as 
in the DiBiase (2000) and Bender et al. (2004) articles.
Summary
The presented research on distance education and online learning shows it is 
safe to conclude there is a need for continued and ongoing research in distance 
education, specifically online education programs and courses. The areas needing the 
most research are faculty workload in distance education and faculty motivation to 
teach online, which reflects back on faculty participation. Unfortunately, despite 
quality research done by Stecklein (1961), Wergin (1994), and Yuker (1984), there is 
very limited research at this level on faculty workload and distance education. Given 
the future of higher education, research needs to be continued in faculty workload, 
quality of online learning, and university and administration involvement and 
commitment.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes the methods used in the proposed study. Included is 
the study description, description of the population and sample, sampling procedures, 
design of the questionnaire, pilot study, data collection procedures, and anticipated 
data analysis.
The survey was adapted from Betts’s research tool. The uniqueness of the 
tool compared to the Betts tool was that the theorists Rogers, Keller, Rummler and 
Brache guided the adaptation of the Betts tool.
Research Question and Hypotheses
Research Question
One research question was developed to guide the research. The question to 
be addressed was: What are the possible factors that influence the faculty members’ 
adoption of distance education? The research completed differs from other research 
on this topic because a different theoretical framework was utilized and the research 
strictly focused on the faculty as the subject of the population study.
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Hypotheses
The following research hypotheses were generated from the research 
question:
1. There is a relationship between Rogers’s level of adopters and participation in 
distance education.
2. There is a relationship between faculty motivation and participation in distance 
education.




This study was constructed to be a descriptive research study. Descriptive 
research is used to obtain information concerning the current status of the 
phenomena and to describe what exists with respect to variables or conditions in a 
situation. The methods used to conduct descriptive research range from survey, 
which describes the status quo, to correlation studies that investigate the relationship 
between variables and to developmental studies that seek to determine changes over 
time (Cone & Foster, 1993). Some descriptive surveys look at specific populations, 
such as educators, to see what their attitude is toward some issue, such as distance 
education (Wood & Ross-Kerr, 2006). The research method used in the research was
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a survey. In addition to describing the status quo, the survey suggested areas of 
future research. The survey can examine the relationships between variables such as 
different colleges, universities, and the general student population. A developmental 
study may also be conducted in the future to determine if there has been increased 
faculty involvement in online learning.
Population and Sample
The target population was full-time faculty members independent of their 
tenure status. The population was selected from mid-sized state universities that met 
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching criteria 
(http:www.camegiefoundation.org). “The Basic Classification is an update of the 
traditional classification framework developed by the Carnegie Commission on 
Higher Education in 1970 to support its research program and later published in 1973 
for use by other researchers. The current classification has undergone many changes 
over the years; the current release involves some significant changes from previous 
editions” (Carnegie, 2005, home page).
The population included both full-time and visiting instructors, assistant, 
associate, and full professors at the undergraduate and graduate levels. The state 
university’s mission supported teaching and service as the main functions of faculty. 
The university’s mission and faculty emails needed to be available online. The time 
frame selected was the spring semester of 2006. The selected faculty members may 
have past, current, or future participation in distance education/web-based learning
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or never have participated in distance education/ web-based learning.
Sampling Procedures
The sample for this research was obtained using the Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching university classification system. The benchmark 
program chosen to represent this type of institution was the University of Southern 
Indiana (www.usi.edu). The university’s mission indicated that the main focus of the 
faculty was teaching. The university’s faculty also focused on service and research. 
Research institutions were excluded from this survey because teaching 
assistants/graduate assistants are utilized for the bulk of their teaching. The Carnegie 
criteria (Carnegie 2005; Appendix A) used was: Level -  4-year, Control -  Public, 
Undergraduate Instructional Program -  Prof + A&S/SGC (professions plus arts & 
sciences, some graduate coexistence). Size and Setting -  M4/R (medium 4-year, 
primarily residential). Definitions of the criteria are:
1. Level: 4-year institution
2. Control: Public universities
3. Undergraduate Instructional Program - Prof+A&S/SGC: Professions plus arts 
& sciences, some graduate coexistence; 60-79 percent of bachelor’s degree majors 
were in professional fields, and graduate degrees were observed in some of the fields 
corresponding to undergraduate majors (but less than half).
4. Size and Setting - M4/R: Medium 4-year, primarily residential. Fall enrollment 
data show FTE enrollment of 3,000-9,999 degree-seeking students at these 
bachelor’s degree-granting institutions; 25-49 percent of degree-seeking 
undergraduates live on campus (Carnegie, 2005).
The results of the criteria were forty universities (Appendix B). Before
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inclusion into the study, each university’s mission statement was reviewed to 
determine if it meets the expectations of faculty and university as the priorities of 
teaching, service, and research in priority order. Universities that did not meet the 
mission criteria were excluded. Permission to sample the faculty was sought by the 
Vice President of Academic Affairs and/or Provost and the IRB of Northern Illinois 
University. The sampling included all faculty who own an email account listed on 
the university website. Faculty members were excluded if they were not of full-time 
faculty status, did not have a master’s degree in their discipline, or functioned in the 
administrative role, such as associate dean or dean. Program/department chairs who 
had a teaching role were accepted into the study.
The universities were located across the United States with a majority of the 
schools in the southeast. Twenty-seven of the universities were located east of the 
Mississippi River.
The rationale for the use of midsized universities as the study group was 
supported by the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) data. The 
NSOPF study reported that doctoral institutions were less likely to have assistant, 
associate, or full professors teach undergraduate classes. It was more likely that 
faculty with lower degrees taught the classes (Chen & Zimbler, 2002). The study 
contained descriptive information about faculty and instructional staff who were 
employed in the United States at 2- and 4-year degree-granting institutions in the fall 
of 2003. The NSOPF data described gender, race/ethnicity, tenure status, and income 
of all faculty and instructional staff, by employment status, institution type, and
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program area.
Of the 35 universities contacted, nine (25.7%) of the universities’ vice 
presidents/provosts agreed to allow their faculty to participate in the research. Of 
these nine, one responded after the survey was closed. Four of the original 35 
universities contacted (11.4%) stated that the timing was poor and the faculty 
members were too busy to participate and two refused without an explanation. Five 
(14.2%) of the original 40 universities were disqualified because their mission was 
not available online to determine if they meet the criteria. Twenty-one (60%) of the 
universities did not respond to either the email or telephone request. One provost 
from one of the universities that agreed to participate told the researcher that they 
would be lucky to get a 20% return of questionnaires.
According to Hogarty et al. (2005), “factor analysis literature is replete with 
recommendations pertaining to the minimum sample size (N) necessary to obtain 
adequately stable factor solutions that closely approximate the population factors” (p. 
203). As reported in Hogarty et al., several textbook authors and researchers 
recommend minimum sample sizes. The goal of the researcher was to have the 
recommended minimum sample size of 100-250 surveys completed. As reported in 
Mundfrom, Shaw, and Tian, (2005), Gorsuch and Kline “recommend a minimum 
sample size of at least 100, whereas Comrey and Lees said 50 is very poor, 100 is 
poor, 200 is fair, 300 is good, 500 is very good, and 1,000 is excellent” (p. 160). 
Instrument
The instrument used was an adapted questionnaire from one developed by
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Betts (1998) in her dissertation research. The number of questions was reduced to 
better reflect the research question and theorists of the study (Appendices C & D). 
Full permission has been received from Betts to use and make changes to her survey 
(see Appendix E). There were 20 universities in which students have used the survey 
to assess why faculty choose to participate in distance education. Some 
students/faculty members of the institutions have used the entire survey while others 
are using just sections of the surveys. The institutions include Baylor University, 
Dominican University of California, Florida Tech, Navy Postgraduate School 
(Monterey, CA), Northern Virginia Community College, Nova Southeastern 
University, St. Cloud State University, St. John’s University, Temple University, 
Texas A&M University, Tennessee State University, The Richard Stockton College 
of New Jersey, University of Alberta in Edmonton (Alberta, Canada),
University of Arkansas at Little Rock (all statewide two-year colleges), University of 
Houston-Clearwater, University of Iowa, University of Minnesota, University of 
North Texas in Denton, University of Phoenix (all two-year colleges in Texas), and 
Imam Muhammad bin Saud Islamic University (Saudi Arabia).
Fifteen questions were demographic data and teaching experience data. 
Twelve questions were to assess the type of adopter each faculty member was. Sixty- 
six questions of the online survey were on a five-point Likert scale, multiple-choice 
selections, and yes/no questions. These questions assessed the faculty responses to 
Keller’s motivation theory and Rummler and Brache’s performance theory.
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Pilot Study
Due to the adaptations to the Betts’s questionnaire, a pilot study was initiated 
to help provide the parameters of the larger study. The pilot study was to keep 
Murphy’s law from occurring. Murphy’s law states that anything that could go 
wrong would go wrong. The reason a pilot study conducted was to ensure that the 
things that could go wrong would go wrong during the pilot study, so they could be 
fixed before the start of the full study.
Permission was received from the Chair of the Department of Educational 
Technology, Research and Assessment (ETRA) at Northern Illinois University. The 
pilot survey was administered via a link to an online survey supported by Survey 
Monkey. Each faculty member received an email requesting participation and the 
survey link, which contained the consent form and survey. Ten faculty members 
responded to the survey, which was a 50% return rate. The ETRA faculty members 
were considered experts in the field of education and technology. Two faculty 
members provided editorial recommendations to the survey, which were completed 
prior to the start of the final research.
Content and construction validity was addressed through expert review. 
“Content validity is normally established by a judgmental process using experts” and 
is usually estimated by a combination of logical and empirical procedures (Long, 
Convey, & Chwalek, 1985, p. 91). The validity and reliability of the Betts (1998) 
survey has already been demonstrated from her research and the use of her survey by
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19 other universities both nationally and internationally.
Data Collection
The survey questions were organized and coded based on the proposed 
research question and the theoretical framework that supports each question. The 
online questionnaire collected data balancing between the proposed research 
question and theorists. The survey was designed using an online program, Survey 
Monkey, which allowed the reporter anonymity and the researcher immediate access 
to the data. Each question was coded to identify the different factors that addressed 
the theorist. Provosts were contacted during March of the spring semester. A request 
for permission to survey faculty was emailed to 35 vice presidents/provosts 
(Appendix F). Two weeks following the email request to vice presidents/provosts, 
and a telephone call was made to ones who had not responded to the email request. 
The majority of the vice presidents/provosts contacted chose to send the email 
request that contained the request for faculty participation through their internal 
listserv (see Appendix G). A few requested the researcher to send the email to the 
faculty from the list of faculty emails located on the university’s website. The survey 
was available to faculty for approximately eight weeks.
D ata A nalysis Procedure
Statistical analysis included factor analysis. Often factor analysis is 
identified as a descriptive technique (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1979). “Factor
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analysis is essentially a process by which the number of variables is reduced by 
determining which variables ‘cluster’ together, and factors are the groupings of 
variables that are measuring some common entity or construct” (Mertler & Vannatta, 
2005, p. 249).
Each question in the survey was analyzed as to how they answered the 
research question and which faculty fit into Rogers’s four levels of adopters. The 
criteria to determine which faculty members were innovators, early adopters, early 
majority, or laggards, per Rogers’s theory, were developed and defined by the 
researcher (see Appendix H). To determine their type of adopter, faculty members 
needed to meet at least 60% of the criteria for a specific adopter. For example, a 
faculty member needs to meet 3 out of 5 criteria to meet the definition of an 
innovator. Each question in the survey has been matched to one or more of the 
related theorist’s concepts.
The questions using the Likert scale were the part of the questionnaire where 
factor analysis was subsequently utilized. It was necessary to decide the number of 
factors/components to retain (Park, Dailey, & Lemus, 2002). “The eigenvalues >1 
and the scree test were two parts of the criteria used to determine the factors. One 
rationale for using eigenvalues >1 is that the variance of a factor/component should 
be greater than the variance of one measured variable” (Park, Dailey, & Lemus,
2002, p 565). There is a possibility that using this criteria of retaining 
factors/components whose eigenvalues are greater than 1 has a tendency to 
overestimate the number of factors/components (Park et al.). The scree test will plot
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the eigenvalues of the factors/components in descending order. The 
factor/component number decisions are made when the lines connecting the 
eigenvalues which indicate a break point (Park et al.). The scree test was the 
deciding criterion for the number of factors used in the study.
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CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS
This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section provides an 
overview of the demographics of the respondents. Frequency distribution was used 
to organize and summarize the demographic data. The second section will discuss 
how each faculty member responded to the questions which addressed Rogers’s 
diffusion of innovation theory. The data identified the faculty members who were 
innovators, early adopters, early majority, and laggards. Descriptive statistics were 
used to identify the faculty characteristics. The third section will analyze the data 
which focused on the Keller and Rummler and Brache models. Factor analysis was 
the statistic of choice for these components. The fourth will be the testing of the 
hypotheses using the ANOVA statistics with the post hoc Scheffe test. The final 
section will be a summary of the data and discusses the future recommendations for 
faculty involvement in distance education.
Inclusions and Exclusions
Forty universities were chosen by utilizing the criteria from the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching university classification system. Once 
the universities were chosen, each university’s website was accessed to find the 
school’s mission statement and whether or not the faculty members’ email addresses
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were available. If one or both of these inclusions were missing, the university was 
not selected as a participant. Five universities were excluded from the study because 
their mission statements were not posted on the university websites. The remaining 
35 universities met the criteria.
Research Question
The data helps to answer the research question. What are the possible factors 
that influence the faculty members’ adoption of distance education? The research 
completed differs from other research on this topic because a different theoretical 
framework was utilized and the research strictly focused on the faculty as the subject 
of the population study.
Hypotheses
The following research hypotheses were generated from the research question. 
The hypotheses are restated in the null form for statistical testing purposes at the 0.05 
significance level.
1. There is no relationship between Rogers’ level of adopter and participation in 
distance education.
2. There is no relationship between faculty motivation and participation in 
distance education.
3. There is no relationship between faculty performance and participation in 
distance education.
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Questionnaire Reliability
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for the final questionnaire. Cronbach’s 
alpha has an important use as a measure of the reliability of a psychometric 
instrument. It indicates the extent to which a set of test items can be treated as 
measuring a single latent variable. Alpha can take values between minus infinity and 
1 (although only positive values make sense). As a rule of thumb, a proposed 
psychometric instrument should only be used if an a value of 0.70 or higher is 
obtained on a substantial sample The Cronbach’s alpha results for the questionnaire 
was 0.901. This result indicates sound reliability for the tool. Since this tool was an 
adaptation of Betts’s (1998) survey, a review of Cronbach’s alpha for her survey was 
done. The Betts questionnaire was divided into three separate surveys. A Cronbach’s 
alpha was run for all sections. “The “motivating factors” survey sheet (all faculty and 
deans) was 0.8153, the “inhibiting factors” survey sheet (all faculty and deans) was 
0.7415, and the follow-up survey sheet (distance education participators only) was 
0.9673. Because this research survey was divided into three separate parts in one 
survey, only one Cronbach’s alpha was run.
Demographics
Nine universities agreed to allow the faculty to participate in the online 
survey. From these nine universities, 266 faculty members agreed to complete the 
survey. Seventeen surveys were deleted from the data due to less than half of the 
survey being completed. The final total of completed surveys was 246. Of these 246,
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faculty skipped questions periodically throughout the survey, so the total numbers 
varied from question to question. Missing data was excluded from the frequency 
testing and the mean was used for the missing data during factor analysis.
The participating faculty members were made up of 131 (49.2%) females and 
108 (40.6%) males. Three percent of the questions on gender were not answered.
The majority of the faculty members, 61%, were greater than 45 years of age. The 
next largest age group was 30- 44  years, which was 30.5% of the group. Eighty- 
seven percent of the faculty members were lull time. Of the responding faculty 
members, 61 (22.9%) were professors, 68 (25.6%) were associate professors, and 81 
(30.1%) were assistant professors. Forty-four percent of the faculty members were in 
tenured positions, and of the nontenured faculty members, 31.6% were seeking 
tenure.
The individual schools/colleges participating in the survey varied from the 
School of Agriculture to the School of Technology/Science to the School of 
Business. The School/College of Liberal Arts was the highest participating school at 
64 (24.1%). The School/College of Education followed closely at 52 (19.5%), 
followed by Business at 40 (15%), then Nursing and Health Professions and 
Engineering, each of which was 38 (14.3%).
The demographic data presented demonstrates the diverse group of faculty 
members who were willing to participate in the research. The majority of the faculty 
168 (63%) taught at the undergraduate level and on the main university campus 177 
(66.5%). The remaining faculty taught at other locations 12 (4.5%) or an off-main-
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campus facility 26 (9.8%). The greater part of the faculty (234) taught their courses 
for credit (88%) and only 34 (12.8%) of the faculty taught courses through distance 
education. Of these faculty, 33 (12.4%) taught 1-3 courses by distance education, 82 
(30.8%) taught 4-6 courses, 90 (33.8%) taught 7-9 courses, 30 (11.3%) taught 10-12 
courses, and 12 (4.5%) taught more than 12 courses during a semester.
Sixty percent of the tenured faculty had taught at their current university for 
one to ten years. Less than 2% of the faculty had been at their current university for 
30+ years. When asked how many years they taught in secondary education, 41 
(15.4%) taught for 1-4 years, 66 (24.8%) taught for 5-10 years, and 46 (17.3%) 
taught 11-15 years. Of the faculty remaining, 35 (13.2%) taught 16-20 years, 17 
(6.4%) 21-25 years, 27 (10.2.0%) taught 26-30 years and 13 (4.9%) taught for more 
than 31 years.
As far as involvement in distance education, 247 faculty members responded 
to Questions 16-18. Of these faculty members, 85 (32%) have taken course(s) 
through distance education, and 162 (60.9%) have never taken a course through 
distance education. This same group (122/ 45.9%) have taught distance education 
courses and 124 (46.6%) have never taught courses via distance education. After 
questioning personal involvement with distance education, the faculty members were 
asked how many years they have been involved in distance education. A total of 243 
members answered the question. The largest group, 93 (35%), answered never, 
followed by 71 (26.7%) 2-5 years, 29 (10.9%) 6-9 years, 20 (7.5%) 1 year, 18 (6.8%) 
10+ years, and the lowest value 12 (4.5%) in regards to the Spring 2006 semester.
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The final question was looking at participation in distance education. The actual 
question asked was: If you were involved in distance education, what was your role? 
There was a small discrepancy in that 96 (36.1%) of the respondents stated that they 
have no involvement, yet previously only 93 respondents indicated that they have 
never been involved in distance education. Following no involvement, the next 
largest group was teaching/designing 56 (21.1%), followed by evaluating/consulting 
43 (16.2%), teaching/co-teaching 37 (13.9%), followed by the last groups providing 
consultation and design, and evaluation 7 (2.6%) and 4 (1.5%), respectively.
Diffusion o f  Innovation
Groups
Rogers (2003) identified types of people who would adopt innovations at 
different times in the diffusion process: innovators, who are venturesome; early 
adopters, who are people in the community others look to for direction; early 
majority, who are deliberate and make decisions only after much analysis; late 
majority, who are skeptical; and finally laggards, who are traditional and want to see 
things remain as they are. He noticed many other characteristics of these people, 
such as personality variables, socioeconomic characteristics, and communication 
behaviors.
For this research, Questions 15-27 in the survey addressed Rogers’s theory.
A table was developed to analyze how each participant answered the research 
question and which faculty fit Rogers’s four levels of adopters. Five questions were
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selected to define the criteria for each faculty (see Appendix H). To determine which 
type of adopter, a faculty member needed to meet at least 60% of the criteria for a 
specific adopter. For example, a faculty member needs to meet 3 out of 5 criteria to 
meet the definition of an innovator. Once the data was tabulated, it was found that 
the criteria earlier determined in the proposal process were not specifically addressed 
in the questionnaire. To rectify the mismatch of the proposal criteria to earlier 
questions, the survey questions were reviewed to closely match the criteria 
developed in the proposal. Questions 19-23 closely matched the earlier criteria.
The questions were on a Likert scale and each answer was coded. Each 
participant received a total score based on how he/she answered the five questions 
(see Appendix H). A histogram was completed to determine the appropriate point 
range for each adopter (see Figure 1). The point range for each adopter was as 
follows: innovator was 20-25, early adopter 15-19, early majority 10-14, and laggard 
5-9. The final results showed 34 (12.8%) respondents were innovators, 102 (38.3%) 
were early adopters, 93 (35%) were early majority, and the smallest group was 
laggards with 20 (7.5%) participants.
Of the faculty who responded to Questions 19-23, the demographics for the 
four groups are as follows. Innovators were 52.9% female and 29.4% male, with 17 
surveys not reporting gender. Early adopters were 54.3% female and 42.4% male. 
Early majority group were 55% female and 40% male. The last group, laggards were 
50% female and 48% male. Each group had at least one survey with missing data.
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Mean =12.78880 




Figure 1. Rogers’ groups point range histogram.
Of the faculty who responded to Questions 19-23, the demographics for the 
four groups are as follows. Innovators were 52.9% female and 29.4% male, with 17 
surveys not reporting gender. Early adopters were 54.3% female and 42.4% male. 
Early majority group were 55% female and 40% male. The last group, laggards were 
50% female and 48% male. Each group had at least one survey with missing data.
The majority o f the participants in each group taught at the undergraduate 
level, just as the group as a whole. Of the innovator group, 23.5% taught in the 
Schools of Business and Engineering. The School of Liberal Arts comprised 17.6% 
of the participants, 11.8% were from the School of Education, 11.8% were from the 
School of Nursing and Health Professions, and 5.9% of the faculty members were
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from the School of Agriculture and the Graduate School. The School of Technology 
had no faculty members in the innovator group. The early adopters had their largest 
percentage from the School of Education, 23.9%. The School of Liberal Arts was the 
next highest at 21.7%, then the School of Business at 19.6%, followed by the School 
of Nursing and Health Professions at 18.5%. The School of Engineering and Science 
was 10.9%, the Schools of Technology, Agriculture, and Graduate School 
percentages were 2.2%, 2.2%, and 1.1%, respectively. The early majority’s largest 
group was the School of Liberal Arts at 35%; this was followed by the School of 
Education at 17%, then the School of Engineering and School of Nursing and Health 
Professions, both at 15%. The bottom was brought up by the Schools of Business, 
Technology, and Agriculture at 5.0%, 2.5%, and 2.5%, respectively. The laggards 
group was the smallest group. Twenty-seven percent of the group was from the 
School of Liberal Arts, 21% was from the School of Education, 18% was from the 
School of Engineering and Science, 16% School o f Business, 13% School of 
Nursing and Health Professions, and Schools of Agriculture, Technology, and the 
Graduate School made up the remaining percentages at 2%, 1%, and 1%, 
respectively.
Regarding the age group of the adopters, the largest group of respondents 
were 45+ years in all groups. The next largest group was 30-44 years, and the 
smallest group was faculty under 30.
For innovators and early adopters, the majority of the faculty members were 
assistant professors. As far as the early majority and laggard groups, associate
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professors were the largest group. As far as status of position, all groups had the 
largest number as full-time faculty.
When asked where they teach their courses, the majority of innovators, early 
adopters, early majority, and laggards taught at the main campus. The early adopters 
had the highest percentage, 15%, of participants who participated in distance 
education.
Motivation and Improved Performance
For the section of the questionnaire “Understanding Higher Education 
Faculty’s Perception of the Distance Education Faculty Assessment,” factor analysis 
was used to analyze the data that addressed faculty motivation and improved 
performance in relationship to distance education. It was necessary to decide the 
number of factors/components to retain (Park et al., 2002). The eigenvalues >1, the 
scree test and rotated component matrix with a value greater than or equal to 0.5 was 
completed. “One rationale for using eigenvalues >1 was that the variance of a 
factor/component should be greater than the variance of one measured variable” (p. 
565). The possibility that using the criteria of retaining factors/components whose 
eigenvalues are greater than 1 has a tendency to overestimate the number of 
factors/components (Park et al.).
The scree test plotted the eigenvalues of the factors/components in 
descending order; the factor/component number decisions were made when the lines 
connecting the eigenvalues indicated a break point (Park et al., 2002). A third
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criterion used was total variance. “A general rule of thumb is to retain the factors 
which account for at least 70% of the total variability” (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005, 
p.250). A fourth criterion was the rotated component matrix value of 0.5. The 
rotation method chosen was varimax, which is an orthogonal method that minimizes 
factor complexity by maximizing variance for each factor (Mertler & Vannatta).
There were 56 components analyzed. Using criterion one, determining the 
eigenvalue greater than one, the review of the data after factor analysis, generated 15 
factors. For criterion two, the scree plot (Figure 2) shows 15 factors had eigenvalues 
> 1. As described by Mertler and Vannatta (2005) and Hair et al. (1995), to 
determine the appropriate number of components to retain and interpret, one should 
look for the "knee” or bend in the line. Using the scree plot criteria, six factors were 
identified. Utilizing the bend in the line as the final criterion to determine the number 
of factors, six factors were identified.
The third criterion used to determine the number of factors to keep in factor 
analysis was retaining factors whose questions accounted for a 0.5 value of the 
rotated component using the rotation method varimax with Kaiser normalization. 
These criteria yielded eight factors. When using the criteria of 0.5 value as the fourth 
criterion utilizing varimax with Kaiser normalization (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005) to 
determine the number of factors, six factors were created (see Table 9 in Appendix 
J).
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Figure 2. Scree plot to determine factors.
After rotation, Factor 1 (faculty satisfaction/intrinsic motivation) accounted 
for 25% of the variance, the second factor (technology assistance and support) 
accounted for 9.7%, and the third factor (communication) accounted for 5.3% of the 
loadings. The fourth factor was distance education ease, which accounted for 4.8% 
of the loadings. Factor 5 addressed the faculty concerns for technology training and 
accounted for 4.2% of the loadings and, Factor 6 reaching students accounted for 
3.6% of the loadings. The six factors accounted for 52% of the total variance. The 
remaining nine factors fell below the bend in the scree plot and did not provide 
adequate significance to the factors.
The criterion of 0.5 or greater was used primarily due to Munro (2005) and 
the social science research standard. According to Munro, one could use a range of 
0.3 to 0.7. The mean of 0.5 was chosen because of the common use of this criterion
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in social science research. Common themes became evident under each of the 15 
factors. For example Factor 5, themes from the questions, were training in 
development and delivery of DE, improve technology skills, and opportunity to learn 
new course delivery methods. These themes described Factor 5 as technology 
training.
Factors
The number of questions which met the 0.5 criteria varied from factor to 
factor. A total of six factors were reviewed using the scree plot criteria. Component 
loadings are presented in Table 10 in Appendix K.
Factor 1 Faculty Satisfaction/Intrinsic Motivation
Factor one, Faculty Satisfaction/Intrinsic Motivation, accounted for 14.343 of 
the total sum of loadings. The Cronbach’s alpha for Factor 1 was .927 indicating 
excellent reliability. Thirteen questions had positive loadings, one question had a 
negative loading equivalent to 0.5. The 12 questions were equal to or greater than 0.5 
are listed in Table 2.
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Table 2
Factor 1 Faculty Satisfaction/Intrinsic Factors
No. Questions Rotation Value
1 Concern for student success in online courses .520
2 Opportunity to diversify program offerings .660
3 Intellectual challenge .687
4 Personal motivation to use technology .721
5 Overall job satisfaction .673
6 Opportunity to influence social change .580
7 Ability to reach new audiences of students that cannot 
attend classes on campus
.642
8 Ongoing online feedback from students .869
9 Support for instructional design .568
10 Opportunity to develop new ideas and improve 
technology skills
.642
11 Course delivery platform .869
12 Quality of courses .869
The rationale for choosing faculty satisfaction as the title of the factor was 
because the majority of the questions, themes addressed faculty concerns or 
requirements. Eight of the questions focused on motivation according to Keller and 
four of the questions addressed performance by Rummler and Brache. The Keller- 
related questions addressed faculty concerns about students and access to courses 
and their own personal growth, challenges, and satisfaction. The Rummler and 
Brache questions addressed issues of knowledge improvement, support, and quality 
as related to the organizational design.
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Factor 2 Technology Assistance/Support
Factor 2, Technology Assistance and Support, loaded at 5.439 with a total 
variance of 9.713%. The Cronbach’s alpha was .896, which is considered excellent 
reliability. Seven questions had positive loadings of .05, with no negative loadings 
that were equal to or greater than 0.05. All of the following seven questions 
addressed Rummler and Brache performance model. The seven questions are in 
Table 3.
The theme of technology assistance and support was determined by 
reviewing each question for a specific thought that was evident in each question. 
Technology was a major theme and, according to Rummler and Brache, resources 
and work processes need to be sufficient to meet faculty goals and needs.
Factor Three Communication
Factor 3 was titled Communication. The factor loaded at 2.981, with a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .911. Four questions met the criterion of 0.5 or greater loading, 
shown in Table 4.
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No. Questions Rotation Value
1 Release time to develop courses .795
2 Adequate technical support .843
3 Opportunity to receive or upgrade computer equipment 
and new programs in the office.
.840
4 Opportunity to receive or upgrade computer equipment 
and new programs at home.
.771
5 Development and delivery assistance from the faculty 
development office.
.857
6 Participation in decision making process for course 
delivery systems.
.852
7 Easy to get permission to develop distance education. .616
Table 4
Factor 3 Communication
No. Questions Rotation Value
1 Feedback from administrators about your efforts. .908
2 Belief that I can develop distance education .538
3 Constant communication with students. .908
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The theme of communication was determined by reviewing each question for 
matching concepts. The questions that made up Factor 3 followed Rummler and 
Brache. At the individual level, each of the themes in Rummler and Brache’s model, 
feedback, input, and quality, are seen in the themes for Factor 3 of feedback from 
administration, input from students through constant communication and continually 
improving course to maintain course quality. Each will impact the professor and 
his/her performance or participation in web-based learning course delivery.
Factor 4 Distance Education Ease
Factor 4, Distance Education Ease, loaded 2.708 with a Cronbach alpha of 
9.11 and percent of variance of 4.836. Five questions met the 0.5 or greater loading 
as found in Table 5.
Table 5
Factor 4 Distance Education Ease
No. Questions Rotation Value
1 Ease of getting technical help to get the course set up .523
2 Ease of course delivery .833
3 Ease of evaluating course(s) .740
4 Ease of getting credit for teaching course(s) .746
5 University goal to reach all students in the community .735
Each of the questions is based on the Rummler and Brache improved 
performance model. For an organization to be aligned, it needs established goals,
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practices for achieving those goals (Rohrer-Murphy, 1997). Interpretation of the data 
shows that the faculty needs to have the means and help in the set-up and delivery of 
distance education courses. According to Rummler and Brache (1995), the first 
dimension of the model pertains to goals, of which there are three levels of 
performance: organization (university as the system and students as its customers), 
process (web-based learning and instructional design), and job/performer (faculty). 
Factor 4 supports the Rummler and Brache model on improved performance.
Factor 5 Technology Training
Factor 5, Technology Training, loaded at 2.367 Cronbach’s alpha of .706.
The three questions which comprised Factor 5 are found in Table 6.
Table 6
Factor 5 Technology Training
No. Questions Rotation Value
1 Training in the development and delivery of distance 
education by your institution
.854
2 Opportunity to develop new ideas and improve your 
technology skills.
.573
3 Technology training through continuing education or 
university training.
.854
The three questions were based on Rummler and Brache’s improved 
performance model. Technology was a major theme and according to Rummler and 
Brache’s model, resources and work processes need to be sufficient to meet faculty 
goals and needs. The participants of the survey also found that it was necessary to
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have training in order to support distance education.
Factor 6 Reaching Students
Factor 6 loaded at 2.026. The Cronbach’s alpha for this group is .465. This 
was the lowest Cronbach alpha of all the factors. The questions which made up 
Factor 6 are found in Table 7.
Table 7
Factor 6: Reaching Students
No. Questions Rotation Value
1 Support from administration .651
2 Support from peers in discipline .592
3 Develop online program for students who cannot come 
to campus
.612
4 Greater flexibility for students .586
Once again the questions which formed Factor 6 come from Rummler and 
Brache’s model. These questions cover the variables of organization mission and 
goals as well as organizational culture and branding/position in the marketplace. A 
faculty person would need administration and peer support to meet the goal of 
reaching students who cannot attend classes on campus.
Hypotheses and Data Analysis 
There was one research question formulated from the theory that underpins
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the research. Three research hypotheses were created from the research question. The 
research hypotheses were written in the null form for statistical testing at .05 level of 
significance. The null hypotheses propose no difference or relationship between the 
variables of interest (Munro, 2005). Due to combining several questions under each 
factor when running the analysis of variance (ANOVA), it was decided that two 
thirds or more of the variables were found to be significant, the null hypothesis 
would be rejected and the original research hypothesis would be supported. Since 
each factor is made up of several questions, the two thirds or more will also be used 
to determine if the factor was significant. If less than two thirds of the factors would 
be found to be significant, the null hypothesis would not be rejected and the original 
research hypothesis would not be supported.
The variance between groups was determined if the variance of the total 
group is about the same as the average of the variances of the separate groups 
(within-group variation) and the means of the separate groups are not different 
(Munro, 2005).
Hypothesis A
The first hypothesis, there is no relationship between Rogers’s level of 
adopter and participation in distance education, was tested using ANOVA and the 
post hoc test Scheffe. This analysis was used to determine the relationship between 
Rogers’s four groups (innovators, early adopters, early majority, and laggards) and 
involvement in distance education at a .05 significance. Scheffe’s post hoc analysis
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was selected because the number of participants in the four groups was not equal.
The Scheffe post hoc test was completed to reduce the possibility of Type I errors 
(Munro, 2005).
An ANOVA was run using the four groups as the independent variable and 
the first question as the dependent variable. The questions, Have you taught a course 
via distance education? A comparison was done between groups and within groups 
that reflects Hypothesis A. No significant difference was found for the first question 
(F 0.65, p > .05 (.978)). A Scheffe test was done which also indicated no significance 
for any of the groups. There was a significant difference between innovators and 
laggards for this question, whereas early adopters and innovators showed the closest 
alignment.
For the second question, How many years have you been involved in distance 
education, there was no significant difference (F.401, p= .753). The significance 
value was greater than 0.05. Once again the innovators and laggards showed the 
largest difference between means. Early majority group and innovators had the 
closest alignment.
The final and third question for the analysis was, Have you taken any courses 
via distance education? This question also showed no significance with the F value 
equal to .417 and the p value equal to .741. For this question, early majority and 
early adopters were least aligned in similarities.
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Hypothesis B
This hypothesis tests Keller’s motivation theory to determine if motivation 
had an effect on a faculty member’s participation in distance education. The stated 
hypothesis is: There is no relationship between faculty motivation and participation 
in distance education.
Questions 19-23 involved Keller’s theory. Factor analysis was first 
completed on all of the questions that involved the Keller theory and Rummler and 
Brache’s model. Following factor analysis, the factor scores and Rogers’s four 
groups were analyzed using the statistical method ANOVA with a post hoc test 
Scheffe. Of the factors analyzed, the first factor was related to Keller’s motivational 
theory. A factor score was run for Factor 1 using the Anderson-Rubin method. The 
Anderson-Rubin is a “method of estimating factor score coefficients, a modification 
of the Bartlett method which ensures orthogonality of the estimated factors. The 
scores that are produced have a mean of 0, have a standard deviation of 1, and are 
uncorrelated” (SPSS, 2005, no pg.).
Factor 1, Faculty Satisfaction/Intrinsic Motivation, consisted of 12 questions. 
The factor score and the four groups did not show significance (F=.574, d.f. 3 
between groups, d.f. 245 within groups, p = .663). The variance of the means 
between groups was small, whereas the mean within groups was similar to the total 
group. This indicates there was no difference between groups.
After reviewing the data for the hypothesis, the null hypothesis is true. 
According to Munro (2005), when “the null hypothesis is true, the groups overlap to
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a large extent, and the within-group variation exceeds the between-group variation” 
(p. 157). If the total group variation is about the same as the average of the variances 
of the separate groups, the deviation between groups means determine the likelihood 
that the null hypothesis is true (Munro). As a result, the original research hypothesis 
stating there was a relationship between Keller’s motivation theory and participation 
in distance education is invalid.
Hypothesis C
The third hypothesis generated from the research question was: There is no 
relationship between faculty performance and participation in distance education. 
Four factors were related to Rummler and Brache’s model. An ANOVA was run 
using the four groups as the independent variable and the factor scores as the 
dependent variable. A factor score was generated for the factors using the Anderson- 
Rubin method. The Anderson-Rubin is a “method of estimating factor score 
coefficients, a modification of the Bartlett method which ensures orthogonality of the 
estimated factors. The scores that are produced have a mean of 0, have a standard 
deviation of 1, and are uncorrelated” (SPSS, 2005, no pg.).
Factor 2, Technology Assistance/Support, had seven questions which defined 
the factor. The difference among the means was not statistically significant, (F=.574, 
d.f. 3 between groups, d.f. 245 within groups, p = .663).
Factor 3, Communication, had four questions that made up the dependent 
variable. The difference among the means was not statistically significant, (F=.574,
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d.f. 3 between groups, d.f. 245 within groups, p = .663). The Scheffe post hoc test 
showed there was no difference between the four groups. The means within the 
groups was equivalent, which indicates there is no difference between groups.
Factor 4, Distance Education Ease, had five questions that made up the 
dependent variable. The difference among the means was not statistically significant, 
(F=574, d.f. 3 between groups, d.f. 245 within groups, p = .663). The within-groups 
sum of squares was similar to the total sum of squares so no variance in the groups 
was found. The post hoc Scheffe test also did not show any significance amongst the 
groups.
Factor 5, Technology Training, had three questions. Two of the three 
questions showed significance. The difference among the means was not statistically 
significant, (F=574, d.f. 3 between groups, d.f. 245 within groups, p = .663). The 
factor was considered not significant.
Factor 6, Reaching Students, had four questions. The difference among the 
means was not statistically significant, (F=.574, d.f. 3 between groups, d.f. 245 
within groups, p = .663). The within-group sum squared was similar to the total so 
there was no difference between groups.
In reviewing all of the factors that tested the hypothesis, no factors showed 
significance. The null hypothesis was accepted, and the research hypothesis was 
rejected.
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Summary
The data for the research question and hypotheses was divided into two 
groups. The research question analysis was factor analysis, which generated six 
factors. The data analysis for the hypotheses was ANOVA. This section will present 
three summaries: overall faculty, the generated factors, and the tested research 
question.
Overall Faculty
A total of 35 universities from across the United States were asked to 
participate in the online survey. A total of nine universities participated to survey 
their faculty, with a response rate of 22%. A total of 266 online surveys were 
returned by the faculty. Surveys that were completed at least 50% totaled 246.
The data analysis indicated that the faculty members who responded were 
assistant and associate professors who taught credit courses on the main campus to 
undergraduate students. The male/female ratio was about equal, with the majority of 
the respondents 45 years of age and older. The largest number of faculty taught 
between four and nine courses per semester. The majority of the faculty had been at 
their current universities 1 to 15 years with a broad range of years taught in 
secondary education (5 to 20). The school with the largest number of participants 
was the School of Liberal Arts, followed closely by the School of Education. The 
other schools with high percentage of participants were Business, Engineering and 
Science, and Nursing and Health Professions. The Graduate School, Agriculture, and
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Technology had small response rates. As far as use of technology to support their 
teaching, the majority of the faculty used at least four to seven different types of 
technology. Of the technologies listed in the survey, the faculty mostly used email, 
telephone, fax, and the World Wide Web.
As far as distance education participation, approximately one-third of the 
faculty members have never participated in distance education. The next group with 
the largest percentage was faculty members who have been involved two to four 
years. When asked, What part of distance education you have participated in, once 
again one-third reported none, and the largest participators taught or co-taught or 
designed and taught. Sixty percent of the faculty members have never taken a course 
via distance education. Approximately 58% of the faculty never had training in 
distance education. When asked if they would be interested in training in distance 
education, the majority indicated they would like to have training in two way 
audio/video interactive conferencing, two-way online conferencing, CU-SeeMe type 
technology, and computer-based technology training.
When the faculty members were asked about attitudes and policy issues in 
reference to distance education, 45% of the faculty reported a positive attitude 
toward distance education. Forty percent of the faculty members were unsure if their 
universities had distance education policies, whereas 35% indicated their universities 
had distance education policies. Forty-one percent of the faculty felt that there was 
pressure to become involved in distance education at their universities.
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Generated Factors and Research Question
The purpose of this research was to identify how faculty fit into the different 
groups according to Rogers’s (2003) criteria and how they respond to the factors 
associated with distance education according to Keller’s and Rummler and Brache’s 
theory and model. With regard to the research question, the six factors identified in 
the factor analysis of the 56 questions were consistent with the findings of Betts 
(1995) and other authors in the literature review. In terms of Rogers’s adopters, 
laggards were the highest responders, followed by early adopters. Innovators and 
early majority adopters were the smallest groups.
The research question, what are the possible factors that influence the faculty 
members’ adoption of distance education, was answered by using factor analysis to 
analyze 56 questions. After the total variance was determined, the scree plot was 
assessed and indicates that six factors levels off. The questions for each factor were 
reviewed and labels were attached to each factor from the themes of the questions. 
Although the eigenvalues suggested that the inclusion of an additional eight 
components may improve the model, the residuals reveal that any model 
improvement would be minimal. Consequently, six components were retained. Of 
the six factors, one factor was related to Keller’s motivation model, addressing 
attention, confidence, incentives, satisfaction, and feedback. Inputs were a common 
component of both the Keller and Rummler and Brache models. Four of the six 
factors were related to inputs, knowledge and skills, resources and task interference, 
work process, organization and mission, organizational culture, branding and
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The six factors were, Faculty Satisfaction/Intrinsic Motivation, Technology 
Assistance and Support, Communication, Distance Education Ease, Technology 
Training, and Reaching Students. Faculty satisfaction loaded the highest at 14.3 of 
the total and 25.6% of the variance.
The data analysis in this study indicated that the six factors were what the 
faculty felt were positive influences on their participation in distance education. 
Technology Assistance and Training accounted for 13.9% of the variance. This 
shows that Keller’s motivation was 16% of the variance and Rummler and Brache’s 
was 84% of the variance of the components.
Tested Hypotheses
There were three research hypotheses generated from the one research 
question. The hypotheses further explore the three theories. One hypothesis was 
tested to identify the extent to which membership in one of Rogers’s levels of 
adopters had an effect on faculty members’ participation in distance education. Each 
level of adopter was reviewed for each question. Even though the p value 
demonstrated there was no significance, the data revealed there were differences 
between groups. According to Munro (2005), given a sufficiently large sample (e.g., 
> 100), even the tiniest relationship can be statistically significant. Even though the 
data was not statistically significant, there was a difference in the groups as far as 
how they responded to the questions. The laggards had a mean difference from the 
innovators. Statistically the null hypothesis was accepted and the research hypothesis
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was rejected, but the data supported the difference between groups.
The second hypothesis was tested to identify if the components of Keller’s 
motivation theory were motivating factors for faculty to participate in distance 
education as determined by the adopters. There were no statistically significant 
findings. The second research hypothesis was rejected. The interesting part was that 
the factors identified during the analysis of the 56 questions did find that Faculty 
Satisfaction/Intrinsic Motivation follows Keller’s motivation theory.
The third hypothesis was tested to identify the components of Rummler and 
Brache’s model as determined by Rogers’s adopters and if they were motivating 
factors for faculty to teach distance education. The research hypothesis was rejected.
Chapter 4 has presented the findings with data interpretation. Chapter 5 will 
present the conclusions and recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter presents the final summary, conclusions, and recommendations 
for further research. It is not possible to make specific recommendations for each 
university, so the recommendations will be for universities in general.
Summary
This study had two main purposes. The study was to identify how faculty fit 
into the different groups according to Rogers and how they respond to the factors 
associated with distance education according to Keller’s and Rummler and Brache’s 
theory and model.
The survey was adapted from Betts’s (1998) survey to include the theories of 
Keller and Rogers and the Rummler and Brache model. The survey was divided into 
three sections: (a) demographics, (b) Rogers’s adopters, and (c) Keller’s motivation 
theory and Rummler and Brache’s model of human performance. The survey was 
pilot tested at Northern Illinois University prior to surveying the nine universities.
The population for the study included faculty from universities that met the 
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching criteria using the University 
of Southern Indiana as the benchmark school. The universities who participated in 
the survey were Georgia College and State University, Southwestern Oklahoma State
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University, Tennessee Tech University, University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff, 
University of Southern Indiana, University of Tennessee at Chattanooga, University 
of Wisconsin at Whitewater, Western Carolina University, and Winona State 
University. The schools within the universities that participated included School of 
Business, School of Education, School of Engineering, School of Liberal Arts,
School of Technology, School of Agriculture, School of Nursing and Health 
Professions, and the Graduate School.
A total of 35 university Vice Presidents of Academic Affairs/Provosts were 
contacted by email requesting permission to survey their faculty. If the vice 
president/provost did not respond to the email request, a phone call was made to the 
office reiterating the same request. Nine universities agreed to participate. Of the 
nine universities that participated in the research, 266 surveys were completed. 
Twenty surveys were not included in the factor analysis and ANOVA analysis 
because the faculty only completed the demographic information. The final number 
of surveys was 246 that were included.
There was one research question formulated from the two theories and the 
one model that underpins the research. From the research question, three research 
hypotheses were created to further assess the data.
Data analysis of the surveys was done using the Graduate Student version of 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Descriptive statistics and 
multivariate statistics factor analysis were used to analyze the data. The frequency 
statistics were used to analyze the demographic data. The 56 questions addressed
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
76
factors that affect faculty members’ decisions to participate in distance education.
The data was analyzed using factor analysis to address the problem of analyzing the 
structure of the interrelationships among a large number of variables. By using factor 
analysis a definition of common underlying dimensions was identified. The eight 
factors identified were faculty satisfaction/intrinsic motivation, technology 
assistance/support, communication, ease of distance education courses, technology 
training, reaching students, external motivation, and quality. The factor that had the 
highest loading was faculty satisfaction/intrinsic motivation.
The questions that addressed Rogers’s theory were analyzed with the factors 
using the statistical method of analysis of variance (ANOVA). The ANOVA data 
also included the post hoc analysis Scheffe test. After the analysis, only two out of 
56 questions showed significance after the analysis. The two questions did not meet 
the two thirds criterion to accept the hypothesis.
Conclusions
This section presents conclusions drawn from the findings and results of the 
data analysis. Findings from the present study provided the primary information for 
drawing conclusions.
Faculty Attitude Toward Distance Education
Of the schools that participated in the survey, over half of the faculty felt 
positive about participating in distance education. This is confirmed by the percent of
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faculty who indicated a positive attitude toward distance education (51.1%). Further 
findings indicated that although faculty had a positive attitude toward distance 
education, the number of faculty participating in distance education was (49.4%), 
whereas there was a higher percentage who did not participate in distance education 
(50.2%). Based on the analyzed data, faculty members have a positive attitude 
toward distance education yet do not participate in distance education. Reviewing the 
factors identified through factor analysis, factors that have a negative effect on 
participation include faculty members’ concerns about technology support and 
assistance and technology training. The faculty members also identified the issue of 
quality as an important factor to motivate them to participate in distance education. It 
can be concluded that if faculty feel that they will have technology support and 
training and feel that the quality of the courses and programs is not compromised, 
they will participate in distance education.
Faculty Positions
With regard to position, visiting assistant professors, professors, and 
instructors were the highest participants in distance education. The data showed that 
visiting assistant professors revealed participation at 53.1%; professors participated 
in distance education at 52.5%, and instructors at 50.0%. Based on these findings, it 
can be concluded that participation in distance education spans across the positions, 
with the largest groups being nontenured faculty. Betts (1998) also found that those 
nontenured faculty members were one of the largest participating groups in distance
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education. The National Center for Education Statistics (Bradbum & Zimbler, 2002) 
found that the participation of faculty by position was highest among full professors 
followed by assistant professors and then instructors. Based on these findings, it can 
be concluded that the more teaching experience a faculty member had, the more 
willing they were to participate the majority of the time in distance education, 
whereas the newer, possibly less experienced instructor was handed the role of 
distance education as part of their job description.
Age and Gender
With regards to age and gender, females were more likely to participate in 
distance education than males (i.e., 50.4% of females participated in distance 
education compared to 47.6% of the males), and 45+ years of age faculty had the 
largest number of participants both in the survey and in distance education. With 
regards to age, the highest number of participants were 45 years of age or older. Of 
this group, 51.9% participated in distance education. Based on these findings, it can 
be concluded that females were a larger participating group compared to males in the 
survey and, in turn, were the largest population participating in distance education. 
This data compares positively with the NCES data, where they also found those 
faculty members age 45 and older and female were the largest group who 
participated in distance education. Betts (1998) also found that faculty 45 years and 
older were the largest participating faculty. Based on the data, it can be concluded 
that faculty members 45 years and older feel more comfortable in their teaching
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skills and are willing to try new teaching methods such as distance education. The 
reason for why there were a large number of females versus males participating in 
distance education will need further research.
Participating Schools
As indicated in the study, the largest participating school in the survey was 
the School of Liberal Arts. This was followed by the School of Education and then 
followed by the School of Business. These schools made up 63% of the participants. 
When comparing participation within the schools, the School of Technology had the 
highest participation in distance education by its faculty at 75%. The next highest 
participation in distance education was the School of Nursing and Health 
Professions, at 62.9%. The School of Technology had the highest participating 
faculty in distance education. The NCES data revealed that faculty in Engineering 
and Science were more likely than average to teach non-face-to-face classes. These 
findings are similar to other research on distance education participation. Based on 
these findings, it can be concluded that the School of Liberal Arts reaches more 
students due to core curriculum requirements and utilizes more adjunct faculty and, 
in turn, would have the largest number of opportunities to teach distance education. 
Liberal Arts courses due to no laboratory work or hands-on requirements would lend 
themselves to easier online courses. Nursing has been in the forefront of distance 
education for many years due to the need to meet working nurses’ demanding and 
inflexible schedules. Participation in distance education by the School of Nursing
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and Health Professions at a high percentage was an expected finding.
Factors Affecting Motivation and Participation
As part of the study, the faculty members were asked to identify the factors 
that affect their motivation to participate in distance education. The data analysis 
revealed eight factors: faculty satisfaction/intrinsic motivation, technology 
assistance/support, communication, distance education ease courses, technology 
training, reaching students, external motivation, and quality. The eight factors 
presented were found to be similar to what has been found in other research on 
distance education and faculty involvement.
1. The factor faculty satisfaction/intrinsic motivation received the highest loading 
of all the factors. This was not surprising in that intrinsic motivation was 
frequently discussed in the literature, Betts’s (1998) study and the NCES study. 
Faculty satisfaction/intrinsic motivation comprised issues of diversity offerings, 
intellectual challenge, internal motivation, personal satisfaction, administrative 
support, social change, and ongoing feedback. These were all interpreted as 
intrinsic motivation which led to faculty satisfaction. One question asked 
during the proposal process was whether a faculty member’s motivation to 
teach distance education is intrinsic or extrinsic. Based on the faculty 
satisfaction/intrinsic factor having the highest loading value, it can be 
concluded that faculty members at the nine universities determined it had the 
most influence on their involvement in distance education. These findings also
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reflect the findings by O’Quinn and Corry (2004), as discussed in the literature 
review.
2. Technology assistance and support was the second highest loading factor. 
Technology assistance and support will be discussed with the fifth factor, 
technology training. These factors made up 14% of the variance, with a 
combined eigenvalue of 7.806. Earlier it was discussed and questioned whether 
technology support would be a factor in the research. The faculty responded 
that they needed technology support and training to be motivated to participate 
in distance education. Both the Betts (1998) and NCES data found technology 
training and support to be issues of concern for faculty involved in distance 
education. Bradbum and Zimbler (2002) examined incentives that encourage 
faculty to develop educational opportunities via distance education and 
examined obstacles that discourage them from doing so. “The major obstacles 
were related to time requirements, developing effective technology skills, and 
assistance and support needs. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that 
faculty want and need technology assistance, support, and training to 
participate in distance education” (Bradbum & Zimbler, 2002, p. 34).
3. The communication factor was the one factor that came as a surprise. The 
discussion in the literature was brief on the issue of communication and 
distance education. Egan and Akdere (2005) found communication as a 
competency. The competencies in the Egan and Akdere study were similar to 
previous studies of distance education competencies. The main difference was
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that the student practitioners focused on the technical competencies of distance 
education, whereas the professionals in previous studies focused on 
communication competencies. Communication was the third factor with a 
variance of 5.322. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that the faculty 
of the nine universities identified communication as an important issue when 
being involved in distance education.
4. The factor distance education ease is interpreted as faculty members’ concern 
with technology support and whether it would be difficult to create courses and 
difficult to receive permission to develop courses. Other issues were whether it 
would be easy to deliver the courses, evaluate the course, and to get credit for 
teaching online courses. If the components were available, would the faculty 
member be motivated to participate in distance education? Research indicates 
that faculty resistance is linked to institutional barriers, including: increased 
workload, lack of time, lack of skills or knowledge, lack of access to relevant 
technology, lack of incentives, fears of reduced student interaction, and 
fragmented support services (Clark, 1993; Dillon & Walsh, 1992; Gilbert,
1995). Based on the literature and the research, it can be concluded that faculty 
will resist participating in distance education if it is viewed as a burden.
5. The next factor to be discussed is reaching students. Reaching students loaded 
at 3.618% of variance. Its eigenvalue of 2.028 placed reaching students sixth 
out of eight factors. Reaching students could be interpreted as intrinsic 
motivation. But, in this research, the components that made up the factor
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combined both administrative support and the concern for students who could 
not attend classes on campus. Edgerton (1993) believes support in higher 
education should be three distinctive kinds of leadership: “First, academic 
administrators need to muster the political will to go into the second round 
tougher. It takes strong personal conviction to overcome the decentralized 
character o f our institutions” (p. 10). The second level of leadership must come 
from the faculty, department by department. It is tough for faculty to reform 
due to the lack of incentives (Edgerton). Finally, there is leadership outside of 
the campus. “Faculty priorities are shaped by decisions of departmental 
colleagues, colleagues across the country, larger university faculty, central 
administration, the student marketplace, state governments, the federal 
government, accrediting and testing agencies, and more” (p. 10). As stated by 
Edgerton, it is necessary to have administrative support to have a successful 
distance education program. The administration needs to recognize that there is 
a constituency of students who cannot come to campus to pursue their degree 
due to home, work, and personal obligations. Based on the literature and the 
research, it can be concluded that the faculty members feel reaching students is 
necessary to motivate them to participate in distance education.
Diffusion o f  innovation
The data according to Rogers’s (2003) diffusion of innovation theory also
indicated that the largest group among the faculty members was the laggards with
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total participants at 99. This group was followed by early adopters, with a total of 92 
participants. When asked about teaching courses via distance education, the early 
adopters had the highest percentage of respondents (52.2) who indicated “yes” they 
had taught distance education course(s). Innovators, early majority group, and 
laggards were equal in their response of “yes” to teaching distance education. This 
does not follow Rogers’s definition of the groups. When interpreting Rogers’s 
definition of the groups, innovators should have been the largest group and laggards 
with the least participants. Concurrently, when asked the faculty members’ attitudes 
toward distance education at the college level, innovators had the highest percentage 
of positive responders (64.7%) followed by laggards. Once again this does not 
follow Rogers’s definition. All of the groups had equally taught distance education 
courses. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that all of the groups have 
participated in distance education and have a positive attitude toward distance 
education. This finding was not expected when analyzing Rogers’s theory. One 
explanation is that the early adopters’ and laggards’ largest age group were 45+. This 
follows earlier discussion in which the majority of faculty of 45+ years had the 
largest number of participants both in the survey and in distance education.
Survey
The survey, which was adapted from Betts (1998), contained 23 questions 
which addressed Keller’s (1983) theory and 33 questions that addressed Rummler 
and Brache’s (1995) model. When analyzing the factors through factor analysis, five
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of the factors were strictly Rummler and Brache, one was strictly Keller, and two 
were a combination of both. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that the 
faculty placed more emphasis on improving performance than on motivating factors 
to participate in distance education.
Distance Education Policy
Finally, with respect to distance education policy, the highest percentages of 
faculty were unsure if their university had a distance education policy. The total 
number of respondents was 107 (40.2%), followed by faculty who responded yes to 
knowing that their universities had a distance education policy (94 at 35.3%).
Faculty also felt that there was pressure by their universities to participate in distance 
education. Faculty answered yes to this question at 44.9%. Betts’s (1998) survey 
found that 83.7% of the faculty did not know if their university had a distance 
education policy. Based on the responses to the survey, it is evident that faculty 
members need to be informed and participate in the development of distance 
education policy.
Recommendations
Recommendations have been formulated from the analysis.
Recommendations are presented to assist universities in developing/expanding their 
distance education programs to motivate faculty to participate. The recommendations 
will also present the need for future research. These recommendations are to be 
carried out primarily by administration who encourage faculty members to be
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involved in distance education and who would like to develop a strong distance
education program that will be competitive in today’s educational market.
Recommendations for Universities
1. Establish a distance education learning center where faculty can receive 
continuing education on instructional design, course development, and course 
delivery methods for distance education. Conduct a follow-up study at 
individual universities with faculty, administration, and information 
technology to identify the specific needs of faculty in a distance learning 
center.
2. Provide formal training for faculty to assist with technology, technology 
support, and training.
3. Target training and mentoring to department chairs to help them encourage 
participation in distance education.
4. Expand universities’ instructional technology departments (IT) that will assist 
faculty with technology.
5. Become competitive in the distance education market by creating new 
programs or converting degree programs and offering core courses to students. 
As a result of this, universities can meet the needs of students who cannot 
attend traditional classes.
6. Involve faculty in distance education policy development.
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7. Develop or improve policies that encourage faculty to participate in distance 
education and that address faculty concerns about recognition and rewards.
8. Develop initiatives aimed at distance education curricula and course quality 
improvement.
9. Encourage communication among administration, faculty, and staff to improve 
participation in distance education.
10. Address the issue of faculty satisfaction in reference to participating in distance 
education.
11. Anticipate and respect individual faculty members’ wants and needs in 
reference to distance education.
12. Strike a balance for the participation in traditional classroom teaching and 
distance education for faculty.
13. Encourage younger and less experienced faculty to become involved in 
distance education.
Recommendations for Further Research
14. It is recommended that a study be conducted of all levels of universities, 
community colleges, primarily teaching institutions and research institutions, 
to identify what factors influence the university and faculty members to 
participate in distance education. This research will assist in the development 
of processes that support distance education for students, faculty, 
administration, and support staff.
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15. Develop and/or revise distance education policy that addresses faculty, student, 
and university needs. A study needs to be conducted that focuses specifically 
on universities’ distance education policies. These policies may need to be 
separate policies for faculty, administration, instructional technology, and 
students.
16. Research should be conducted that utilizes the theorists Rummler and Brache 
(1995) to develop policies at the organization level of performance. The 
university is the system in Rummler and Brache’s model. The research needs 
to focus on whether the system is meeting the consumers’ educational needs.
17. Research should be conducted to determine strategies for helping universities 
be competitive in the distance education market.
18. Universities need to identify ways to involve all faculty members in distance 
education. Based on these findings, this can be done by improving knowledge 
of policies, improving communication, and improving extrinsic motivating 
factors. A survey should be initiated at individual universities using the NCES 
(2002) survey to specifically identify where the areas of faculty concerns exist.
19. The theory of diffusion of innovation combined with Keller’s motivation 
theory needs further testing to determine if and how these findings can be 
applied to distance education. Research questions such as the following would 
help explore this:
a. Does the theory o f diffusion of innovation combined with Keller’s motivation
theory apply to all universities such as research institutions, large urban
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institutions, large and small private institutions, and two-year colleges?
b. Does the theory o f diffusion of innovation combined with Keller’s Motivation 
Theory apply to institutions with a strong functional distance education 
program?
c. Are there other factors aside from those identified in the theory of diffusion of 
innovation combined with Keller’s motivation theory that influence faculty 
participation in distance education?
20. Research should be conducted to leam more about how specific attitudinal 
characteristics and other factors such as prior experience affect faculty 
participation in distance education.
21. Research needs to be conducted to determine if it is possible to predict the 
degree to which various levels of faculty members participate in distance 
education.
22. Research should be conducted in search of strategies for helping faculty 
members increase their technology skills and integrate technology effectively.
23. Research should be conducted in search of ways to improve faculty 
performance in distance education.
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Summary
Should universities decide to become more active in distance education, then 
faculty participation as well as additional research and the establishment of distance 
education policies is essential (Betts, 1998). According to Strausner et al. (2004), 
over 1.6 million (11% of all U.S higher education students) took at least one online 
course during Fall 2002. According to Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, and Zacek 
(2002, as cited in Claus & Dooley, 2005), it is predicted that in the next 5 years 95% 
of all workers will use some form of information technology in their jobs. “The 
Commission on Technology and Adult Learning foresees a future in which e- 
leaming (distance education) will become a continuous process of inquiry and 
improvement that keeps pace with the speed of change in business and society” 
(Claus & Dooley, p. 426).
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3. Opportunity for icholerty eu tsnh 5 4  : 3 i I
4. (U4u«e4 ttaeh ia*  Uwi — f — 4 S 2 I
S. O pfiw tuntyw uM '|)«FyH |^ jT 4 3 2 1
6 , R^ttaircmcni by dststrajKm 5 4 3 2 1
7. S uppanan d en ra ifM em em lh sm ifaan o reJsaa- i 4 3 2 1
W ortaog to f x M o a  ( t e -  h o to v lo an to n ) -  >1 - 4 3 2 1
- ...tocreeaeinaaiary s 4  ■ 3 7 1
10. Opportunity to influence social ch»ntf* S 4 3 2 t
11, lo b  security . ,T « 4 3 2 1
1 1  I t a W . i M l r i M M t t l i k f l i M l i N M 3 4 3 2 I
)b  Expectwiou w  university that o a itid M le 5 4 3 2
14. O pportuu iv  to devtkm  new ideas S 4 3 11 i I
IS .V siW H ty  fo r W «  at tfa r 5 4 3 2 1
16. Professional prestiae and statu* 5 4 3 2
17. G raira  for materials/expense* 5 4 3 2 I
IS . S u p p c w a n d ia iw u r i s e r B m ^ ik p w t tn a a ^ c o lk a p iw 5 3 2 I
19. iruelkctuai chaltess*e 5 3 2 1
28. Overall j»b j i t s t e i t i n S 4 3 2 1
21. C o o m  m w bkm * % 4 J -I 1
.23. Technical support provided bv the institution 5 3 2 1
23. Career exploration - 5 ' 4 ' 3 I 2 1
24, C n d h  nremntkin and tenure 5 4 3 2 1
25. Release time 5 4 3 2 1
26 Dtaattte edaaittaE t e a t o ......... ' 3 4 3 2 1
r | f .  Merit s»y
... .j -
4 ....3 2 1
28. Royalties on cftpfriphtesS malarial* 5 4 3 2 1
28. Gmiers«»# te M te  ferst»£i*a«i 5 4 3 2 1
30. O pponun tty»  d m rttfy  vtauam tUmQm S J  ! 2  ^ I
31, Rs»oraW««rt iwwtto 's' i 5 i
32. A bilhy to  teach new audiences that cannot anend elatsctt on 
campus
5 3 2 I
3 j, O pponunity to  improve my tcachtB* 5 .4 3 2 i
14. SuptsonandetK ouraaem eat from htstkation adm iiuKr*tori 5 4 3 2 l
M e w  t o  »nv «ldidon»l factors that h«v« m otiv a ted vou ta  w tic i t ia te  in (
pattk'ipaie in distance ediicaiktti.
T
A il lAOJLTY, PlEASt CDWTWUS OH MGE3.
5
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PAim
For faculty who « r t  p . r t i ^ M  or p r t ^ ^  h « v . ,B .S ira ace  td o eu k m . rate  US th e  extern
<0 Wfaich y o i  agree the &etow iatterf h d b w  vc»ar d w y a »  ^  jw f i r ipriT ig fit tia tincc
- K r a j j ty  disagree to 5 -  strocgly agree). P t a a e  circ le  y o w  r e a p i - a .  I f m M **> * »  e n f a n t  p t* * , d f e r t
For b o th y  who n te e r la w e ) ^ » * f t ^ f i f  in < 
fa ted  fcdew  mmU  w h ib it  your decision to  (W tfcipeie n  ( 
Vim** eirdc ymur natfmmm, tfyuufaX tma Ms c
. rate 1-S the extent to which you ■ 
Mne* education (I - i  
icMMIMttordt
e  the factors 
»  S -  n ro n g iy  agree}
f n r l w —H
* 2 ?
d p i* f e a r *
t .  Concent about fa tu ity  workload S 4 3 2 t
2. Negative co m m eas made by cd leag u cs about d n ta sc c  
education teaching experiences
s 4 3 2 \
3. o f  distance « o u 4 » u o o tra iQ m g p ro ^ lad ly  tlM
mstituoqn
$ 4 3 2 1
4 . t a c k  o fsu p p o n  and enc-ouragetnertt from departm ental 
coileeaues
s 4 3 2 1
5. L a d  o f  release tim e 5 4 3 2 1
, Lack o l n fo fen ionai vm&at I ....1 '“ 3 ' '• 2 1
Luck o f  a  Meknotosioal bockftround 5 A 3 2 t
i .  Lack o tS a p p i^  *ml « K o a « ^ m c a t  f r« n  sfcan o r  chair $ 4 3 2 I
i  ta c i t  o f  m u tt*  f a r  materiais/cJCoensts '$ 4 3 2 I
10. Concem  t^tout oualitv o f  course* s 4 3 2 1
i l .  U ck o fte B h o ic o lsu p n o n w o v k tc d b y tb c in rtio n to n " iJ " 4 3 r r Y " ' 1
12. Lack o f  merit sav 5  , ... 4 3 2  1 I
f l  Lack o f  support and oKouragem ent f tw a  tnafatnion’s 
administrators
5 4 3
-  r  „
1
14, Lack o f  loyalties m  cDpynghteO materials S 4 3 2 1
IS. yekoffflSfiMary support for jatrtkipatioii («.*., stipend, 
overfeed)
5 4 3 I I
id . Concern about oualttv  <rfstudents S 4 3 2 1
i? , Laca o trw w iw tm a ii t f  awards 5 4 3 2 1
I 18. Lack o f  salary increase S 4 3 2 I
j 19. Lack o f  creifit tow ard tenure and orom otton S 4'... 3 2 1
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IV. F A C U L T Y  R E SPO N SE
A ll fecuttv members. please answ er the fnliftwing
W h tt is voer attitude tow ard distance education im o m to n  in  postsecondaiy education?
Positive { ) Negative! j N eutral r )
2, Do« The 6*>is* w*shingi»n Univmity iav« a saicd policy about ht invoh-rmem in distance education?
Y e s t ) N o (  ) Not sun: ( ) H ow  would vou d esc rib e it?  ' _ ____
3 Does The George W ashington University h ive  a n  unttaied b u t openttivepofi<y on  d istance education? 
Y*a(. )  No( ) Nni am (  ) How would you describe ^
4. WatdoyouduakTheOK^e WastBBgjooUnivar^'fpoltt^oodiswictailucstiooshaiidbe?
5, Would you participate in seminars and worietfcepc on distance education i f  dtey want provided by The George
Waihitigum Unrv««y? Y « ( ) No( ) Possibly t )
6, W hat o p pon tm km  for faculty development in distance educa i ioo. i f  any. shook! bo  availab le  to  fecufty a t 
T he George W ashington U niversity?
7, I f  there w ere definite career advantages to r becoming involved in  distance education, w ould  f t m ake any
difference to  you? ¥ e s (  } N o (  )
1  Do you think your academ ic standing would be  advantaged b y  extensive m voivem ent in  d istance educaiinw?
Y e s t » H o t  ) I fv e s ,h o w ?  ________ ;___________ _ _________________________________________________
9r Are there currently any career ad v am iK o  Gar ftcu tty  involved in  d istance education a t  T h e  G eo rse  W ashington 
University? Y e* | ) N o t  ) N o t* u re (  ) I f  yes, describe th e  advantages? _ ^ m m m m m m m m m m m
10 Should The George W ashington University reward faculty differently  for InvotvenHmt w ith  d istance education 
than for ttad itio o a iw aA in g an d  research? Y « (  > N o t  ) i f v a  W»w? ___ __
Do you believe there b pressure ft) involve faculty in distance education? Ye»( Ho { 
lfy « . where do you bdicve this pressure comes from?
12 Is there anything eise  you w ould  like to  say about d istance aducation?
Thank you!
t
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Survey Monkey Questionnaire
SiirveyMonkey.com - Powerful tool for creating web surveys. Online survey software ma... Page 1 of 17
My Survey* . Usfc M anagem ent My A ccount Heip Center
Tuesday, Auyust 2'1 im>
Design Survey sh«* ah and Questions
To change the look of your survey, select a choice 
below. Click 'Add' to create your own custom theme.
Them e: Blue Metal I /m l
Understanding Higher Education Faculty's Perception of the Ois
I mt mm i
1 1. Informed Consent IkWBnilgwka
Please read the informed consent prior to advancing to the questionnaire.
I *<* *■#» 1
Northern Illinois University Inform ed Consent S tatem ent 
A study of faculty attitudes, perceptions, resis tance and expectations tow ard 
teaching w eb-based learning courses in higher education
I am requesting your participation a s  a sub jec t in my research . My proposed 
study is; A study of faculty a ttitudes, perceptions, resistance and 
expectations tow ard teaching w eb-based learning courses in higher 
education
The purpose of th is study is to  investigate higher education faculty 's 
attitudes, perceptions, resis tance and expectations tow ard teaching web- 
based learning courses and th e  factors associated  w ith it. i t  is expected  th a t 
the results o f this study will lead to  a  b e tte r  understanding of how faculty 
adopt new innovations, w hat factors c reate  o r  a re  p resen t a s  resis to rs to  
distance education and, then , help people such as  policy m akers, 
adm inistrators, instructional designers to  identify th e  problem s in the 
design, developm ent, and im plem entation of d istance learn ing /w eb-based  
learning.
The instrum ent used to  collect data  will be one on-line questionnaire which 
would take approxim ately 20 m inutes to  com plete. The on-line questionnaire 
is available on survey monkey w ebsite. There will be abou t 300-500 subjects 
in my study.
you will be asked to  answ er closed questions. Most closed questions adopt 
5-point U kert scale with response categories ranging from  "Strongly 
Disagree" to  "Disagree," "N eutral," "A gree," "and  "Strongly Agree." The 
questionnaire Includes questions in four sections: dem ographic/ background 
questions and questions abou t faculties perceptions of online learning, 
policies, training and rew ards.
The information from the  questionnaire will be kep t confidential. All records 
From th e  questionnaire will be safely s to red  in a  secure w eb server and no
hltp!//www.surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary .a.sp?SIl>=l 941902&Rnd==0.5861325 8/22/2006
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
I l l
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one will have access to  th is  inform ation except th e  researcher. No reference 
will be m ade in any w ritten  repo rts  th a t could link you to  th e  study. Only 
aggregate resu lts  will be reported .
My Investigation should not p resen t any risks to  you, bu t som e of your tim e 
is required. In  return  for your participation, you will have th e  opportunity  to  
reflect on your perception tow ard  distance education/online learning, and to  
contribute tow ard the  understanding of th e  user-end of d istance 
education/online learning.
your nam e will not appear anyw here on d a ta  collection o r analysis 
Instrum ents, nor in th e  final report, in  all cases, your identity  will be 
concealed, and I  will keep ail d a ta  confidential.
in order to  ensu re  d a ta  integrity, the  netw ork num ber of th e  w orkstation 
Chat you use to  answ er th e  survey will be recorded. The purpose of recording 
workstation netw ork num ber is (and  only) to  prevent d a ta  duplication.
If you have questions abou t your rights a s  a  subject, con tac t th e  office for 
the Office of Research Compliance, The G raduate School, Northern Illinois 
University, DeKalb, XL 60115, (815) 753-8588. You may prin t a  copy of th is 
Form to  keep. I  acknowledge th a t  I  have read th is  consent form.
* 1. 1 ag ree  to  participate in th e  research .
I agree I disagree
2. Dem ographics - Part X
Directions: Answer the following questions based on your current 
status a t your university for Spring 2006.
lowmwuMWiI lisuw* 8 
oat jjpwttw iiccp»/wgw>|j coecT"
2. Xn which school(s) do you teach? Select all th a t apply.
School/College Sc(.
School/College School/College «vipnr*/Ennineerina School/College School/College
of Business of Education gchool/College of Tectlnoio9V °f Agriculture Nui
of Liberal Arts P
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SurveyMonkey .com - Powerful tool for creating web surveys. Online survey software ma... Page 3 of 17
4. In  which departm en t(s) do you teach?
S. Please indicate your gender
Female Male
6. W hat Is your age?
Under 30 30-44 years
years old old 45+ years old
IjHiiiqMwneil f aWiW'i 
r. W hat is your position title  a t your University?
2 £ i  5 S5  SSS S ~ ~  ~
(jMSOawOMl I
8. W hat is th e  s ta tu s  of your position?
Visting Faculty 
Full time Part-time contingent 
upon Funding.
m  m
9. Are you tenured?
[iMaqpaWftl | AeklPe—
10. If not, a re  you in a tenu re  track  position?
Yes No
http://www.surveymonkey .com/Survey Summary.asp?SID= 1941902&Rnd=0.5861325 8/22/2006
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C31IS3IEESI1EE1














12. How are the courses you teach a t  th e  university  listed?
Both creditCred t Non-credit and non-credit
13. How many courses do you teach  during the  academ ic year?(inciude to ta l 
tt of class sections in your total).
1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12+
l*llaittlii»i I fcddPiMw l
II h im  l lo w e w it  AW uefel
14. How many years have your been teaching at your University?
1 - 4  years 5 -  10 years
1 1 - 1 5  1 6 - 2 0
years years
21 -  25 
years
26 -  30 
years 31+ years
taa lloclntll lapy/Mow |[ Add 
15. How many years have you tau g h t in postsecondary education?
1 - 4  years 5 -  10 11 -  15 1 6 -  20 21 -  25 2 6 -  30years years years years years 31+ years
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foit j( ][ Add Lcgte]
17. Hav« you received any of your degrees via distance education?
Yes No
18. Have you tau g h t a course via d istance education?
Yes No
19. Please identify th e  types of technologies you currently  use to  support 
Your courses and use to interact with students, administrators, and other 









Two-way interactive video conferencing 
Two-way online computer conferencing 
|  Two or multiple way Interactive audio conferencing 
Interactive CD-ROM programs
Computer-based technology (e.g.. Internet. World Wide Web)
1 None of these
I.A^QWMUiw} } jUMhu* }
| 3. DISTANCE EDUCATION BACKGROUND I *ai.(ilflli*§H»^^
Directions: Answer the following questions based on your current status 
a t your university for Spring 2006.
Distance education: Includes the use of educational models tha t employ 
telecommunications or electronic devices for two-way communication 
between educator and learners (Bruder, 1989). Web-based learning is a 
component of distance education.
lAjjjftaiiiiiiil [ Afldftg. j
http://www.surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp7Sri>5! *J41902&Rnd=0.5861325 8/22/2006
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20. How many years Hava you been involved in distance education?
Started this 
semester 1 year 2-5 years 6-9 years 1 0 + years Never
2 1 . W h a t  h a s  y o u r  in v o lv e m e n t  in  d i s t a n c e  e d u c a t io n  in c lu d e d ?  ( C h e c k  a l l  
t h a t  a p p ly )
Teaching Co-teaching Designing Providing Evaluating
courses courses courses consultation Courses None
22. How many distance education courses have you tau g h t during your
professional career?
None 1-5 6-10 11-15 >16m m is .............■  r
litaa'aiweiMj f 1
2 3 . H o w  m a n y  d i s t a n c e  e d u c a t io n  c o u r s e s  h a v e  y o u r  d e s i g n e d  d u r in g  y o u r  
p r o f e s s io n a l  c a r e e r ?
None 1-5 6-10 11-15 >16
24. Do you teach a n d /o r  design distance education courses while teaching 
traditional education courses during th e  academ ic year?
Yes No
mil;
2 5 . I f  y o u  t e a c h  a n d  / o r  d e s ig n  d i s t a n c e  e d u c a t io n  c o u r s e s  w h i le  t e a c h i n g  
t r a d i t io n a l  e d u c a t i o n s  c o u r s e s  d u r in g  t h e  a c a d e m ic  y e a r ,  h o w  m a n y  c o u r s e s  
d o  y o u  t e a c h  o n l in e ?
1-3 4-6 7-9
mrnmti
26. Have you received form al train ing for d istance education instruction?
Yes NO
http ://w w w .surveym onkey .com /5»urveySumtnary.asp?STD~19 4 1902&Rn'd” 0 .5 8 6 1125 8/22/2006
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Ktm I jMMt
27. If  training w as availabe through faculty developm ent program s w hat 
would you like the training to focus on?
|  Two-way audio-visual interactive conferencing 
Two-way audio, one-way video conferencing 
One-way live video 
Cable TV
(1 One-way prerecorded video (videotapes)
Audiographics
Two-way audio (e.g . phone conferencing)
Radio 
Si Audiotapes
j  Two-way online computer conferencing (CU-SeeMe, Interactive Relay Chat-IRC, 
Picture-Tel)
Computer-based technology (e.g., Internet-World Wide Web)
Web-based learning course platforms (e.g., Bladtboard/WebCT)
) 4. Understanding Higher Education Faculty's Perception of the Distanc
For questions 28-84, please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree wi 
participate, or continue to  participate, in distance education, (strongly dlsagre
lArfdQwnBwi j p?
28. Opportunity to  learn new course delivery m ethods
S  *— SSSV
29. Opportunity to  diversify program  offerings
Disagree D,sa9 ree Neutral Agree




30. Concern for s tuden t success in online course
http://www.survey monkey .com/Survey Summary .asp'?SID=194 1902ARnd=0.5861325 8/22/2006
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Strongly




31. Credit tow ard ten u re  o r  promotion
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly
Agree
32. Opportunity to  explore a possible career change
S g S e  Disagree Neutral Agree
IXMOiwHnwl \ i
33. For the professional prestige
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
^ 3  ESIBSS5I13T3
34. For th e  intellectual challenge
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
35. Personal m otivation to  use  technology
D eg ree  Disagree Neutral Agree
im m m i {*&*>* i
cet II PafcWt H ll Jdd Cape j
36 . To improve technology skills and support
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37. Overall job  satisfaction
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly
Agree
38. Recognition and rew ards (e .g ., sa lary  increases; teaching aw ards)
S S  »“ •“  *>"» ss s y
I
39. Fellow faculty com m ents abou t teaching online courses
Disagree Disa9ree Neutral ^ g re e ^
lAWftnnUsnl I MltHm I
40. Teaching distance ed c lasses should count a s  much a s  o r m ore than 
teaching In classroom  tow ard faculty load
Disagree Disa^ree Neutra' * £ $ ?
41, Developing and teaching d istance ed counts tow ard prom otion and 
tenure
Strongly




42, Opportunity to  Influence social change
S  Dtea9ree Neutrai Agree
Strongly
Agree
43, Ability to  reach new audiences of s tu d en ts  th a t cannot a ttend  classes on 
cam pus
hUp-./Vwv.'w.s'ui'vey m onkey .eom /Survey Sum m ary .asp?Hl\>—1941902& R ittl--0 .5861325 8/22/2006
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Strongly





44. Support of adm inistration and peers
Disagree Disa9ree Neutral Agree ^ g re e *
(AMaq»»««oanl [ Mttmi j
15. Ongoing online feedback from studen ts
Strongly 




46. Feedback from adm inistra tors abou t your efforts
dS S  0isagree Neutral Agree SAgree'y





48. belief th a t I  can develop d istance education




49. High level of personal technology background and skills
[jMdawmonl [*ddP<s« j
http://www.surveymonkey.com/SurveySuinmary.asp?SID=J941902&Rnd=0.5861325 8/22/2006
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m t j[etfrH»ij€opy/Wgw»]|*ddU>gtc j
50. Opportunity to  advance knowledge of profession
S i e  Disagree Neutral Agree
1 j
51. Training in th e  developm ent and delivery of distance education by your 
Institution
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly
Agree
52. Opportunity to  develop new  ideas and improve your technology skills
Strongly 
AgreeDisagree Disagree Neutral Agree
e |[o»i«p 1I&w<mm|| Adsuekl
53. Technology training through continuing education or university training
1 2 $ ;  * £ $
IssaftMSi—l | «dd»n» ]
54. Release tim e to  develop courses
Disagree Disa9ree Ncutra! Agree
Strongly
Agree
55. A dequate technical support
K S  Dfs8gree Neutral Agree
Strongly
Agree
liaaattMM f ado t
56. Opportunity to  receive or upgrade com puter equipm ent and new  
program%in th e  office
Strongly Strongly
http;// www.surveyinimkey.com/Survey Summary .asp?S!D= 1941 P02&Rnd=0.5861325 8/22/2006
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Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
5 7 . O p p o r tu n i ty  t o  r e c e iv e  o r  u p g r a d e  c o m p u t e r  e q u i p m e n t  a n d  n e w  
p r o g ra m s  a t  h o m e
£ S £ '  sS ? .'y
■  m m m us
58. Development and delivery assistance from  th e  faculty developm ent office
Disagree CH-sagree Neutral Agree SAgreeV
Iwaane. 1
59. Participation in decision making process for course delivery systems
S S £  Di“ ar“  *»"* X S 1
Ijmuowwowi) (**ina» j
60. Ease of getting  perm ission to  develop d istance education
s  D«™* “ -1™1 X S '
m n  m
11 Capy^H Add L ^ c f£«L 1 OvM*
5JL Ease of getting technical help to  g e t the course  se t up
t f s l g f l  disagree Neutral Agree ^ g T e f
oat j|Q»l»«»i|CapyaihMil|«<M





h t tp : / /w w w .s u r v e y m o n lc e y .c o m /S u r v e y S u m m a r y .a sp 7 S I l> —1 0 4 1 9 0 2 & R n d :* O .5 8 6 1 3 2 5  
«
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63. Eas« of evaluating course(s)
D eg ree  Disagree Neutral Agree StronglyAgree
’'M M M
lAadQmmitanl [ i
64. Ease of getting credit for teaching course(s)
D i S e  Disagree “ e— > Agree StronglyAgree
65. University goal to  reach all s tu d e n ts  In th e  community
Wk IM Wk Wi :m!
iMMOnlHnnl | Mitten 1
66. Inability of stu d en ts  to  bond w ith fellow studen ts on cam pus
? S S  ss r
lAaaawWool Wbfinl
67. Campus location of c rea te s  a long/difficult com m ute for s tu d en ts
S 2  M  *»'“  sS E y
■  Wk ■  nf
(Asanmdnnl [ MAttm)
68. The effect online learning has on my tim e for community service and
r e s e a r c h
S S  “ - • «  s5 2 ?
69. Quality teaching is a  high priority of th e  institution
S S  *9™  ^
liUp://www.survey moiikev .com/Survey Summary .asp?STD—194 ] 902&Rnd~0.5861325 8/22/2006
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70. Support from  adm inistration
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree StronglyAgree
71. Support from  peers in discipline
Strongly 





72. Career advancem ent
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree StronglyAgree
73. Develop online program  for s tuden ts who cannot com e to  cam pus
Strongly 
AgreeDisagree Disagree Neutral Agree
{jWdlttMwnaiil |  HiMjPiQr  j
■ cat llasWellcwenuwB 
74. G reater flexibility for s tuden ts
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
|  am. jfoeau j(capyntowa^iueu'F
Strongly
Agree
fe* |io.>«i|cW ato-i| AAIU,*,1
75. G reater flexibility for faculty
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76. G rants for course developm ent, m aterials and expenses
« « “  *—
77. Support for instructional design
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly
A gree
78. Degree of technology support
Dilagrie Disagree Neutral Agree
ifmimlltaprAwwilMidUen:! 
79. Course delivery platform
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
80. Constant communication with s tuden ts







81. Quality of s tuden ts in online p rogram s/courses




82. Quality of courses
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly
Agree
http://www,.surveymonkey.com/Survey Summary.asp?SII>= 1941902&Rnd-'0.5861325 8/22/2006
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|<4dOmHnin I jutdtw 1
B3. Ability to  continually m ake im provem ents to  course(s) to  m eet s tuden t 
needs
Strongly




I 5. FACULTY RESPONSE Im»» » If
Ali faculty members, please answer the following questions.
S4. W hat is  your a ttitu d e  tow ard d istance education instruction In 
postsecondary education?
Positive Negative Neutral
B5. Does your University have a s ta ted  policy about its involvem ent in 
distance education?
Yes NO Not sure
86. Do you believe there is pressure to involve*facuity in distance education?
Yes No Unsure
I 6. Thank you lETfe' 2
Thank you for participating in my study.
UnfcKfcWnttoni (
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Permission to adapt Bett’s Questionnaire
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Appendix 3




Subject: Re: Home and survey -  Permission
Attachments:
Dear Connie,
Thank you for your interest in my research. I grant you full permission to use the surveys. The only 
request that I have is that my work be cited in any publications that may result from your study. Since 
technology is constantly changing and each university offers different media for providing DE, I would 
suggest that you make any minor modifications to the survey instruments to best meet the needs of your 
institution/s. Moreover, in hindsight, I was asked to collect a lot of data that we never actually used 
about the faculty -- hence, you may want to delete any questions that may not add to your actual 
research since the instruments are quite long. Keep in mind "Nice to know vs. Need to know." :) The 
"Need to know" is what you really want to focus on.
There are 20 universities in which students that have used my surveys to assess why faculty choose to 
participate in distance education. Some of the institutions have used the entire surveys while others are 
using just sections of the surveys. The institutions include: Baylor University; Dominican University of  
California; Florida Tech; Navy Postgraduate School (Monterey, CA); Northern Virginia Community 
College; Nova Southeastern University; St. Cloud State University; St. John’s University; Temple 
University; Texas A&M University; Tennessee State University; The Richard Stockton College o f New  
Jersey; University of Alberta in Edmonton (Alberta, Canada);
U niversity of A rkansas at Little Rock (all Statew ide Tw o-Y ear Colleges); U niversity  of H ouston- 
Clearwater; University o f Iowa; University of Minnesota; University of North Texas in Denton; 
University of Phoenix (all two-year colleges in Texas); and Imam Muhammad bin Saud Islamic 
University (Saudi Arabia).
If you have any further questions, you can contact me at 571-261-3169.
Sent: Mon 11/21/2005 8:16
AM
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Good luck with your research,
Kristen Betts
At 08:25 PM 11/20/2005, you wrote:
Dr Betts,
My name is Connie Cooper and I am a Instructional Technology doctorate student at Northern Illinois 
University. I have read your dissertation and article "What’s in it for Me? Incentives for Faculty 
Participation in Distance Education I enjoyed both of them. As a faculty member who has taught via 
distance education for approximately 15 years I can relate to your topic and it has been one that I 
wanted to research for many years.
My request of you is permission to use your questionnaire in my research. I am using a different 
theoretical framework (Keller, motivation; Rogers, Diffusion of Innovation; and Rummler, HPT). I 
believe your survey will fit well with these theorists.




Dr. Kristen S. Betts 
President
Research Strategies International 
2301 E Street, NW, Suite A-801, NW 
Washington, DC 20037 USA
202-746-5739 - Cell 
571-261-3169 - Phone 
703-753-1817 - Fax 
kbetts@researchstrategies.com 
www.researchstrategies.com
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Dear {Provost or VP},
I am a doctoral student at the Graduate School of Educational Technology, Research 
and Assessment (ETRA) at Northern Illinois University conducting research on 
faculty participation in distance education. As part of my research, I would like to 
get your permission to invite the faculty of {Name of Institution} to participate in my 
research.
The survey would be sent to the faculty as a link in an email and take approximately 
15-20 minutes to complete. The intent of the survey is not to advocate for distance 
education but rather to better understand the factors which assist faculty to choose to 
participate or choose not to participate in distance education.
If I receive your permission to involve the faculty in my research is there a general 
faculty email address that should be utilized or should the survey be sent to the 
faculties individual email as listed on {Name of Institution} website?
The timetable for the survey is April 2006. I hope to hear from you as soon as 
possible. If you have questions you can contact me at ccooper@depaul.edu or by 
phone at 847-692-2061. My dissertation chair is Dr. Ken Silber of the School of 
Educational Technology, Research and Assessment.
Thank you for your time and support.
Connie Cooper
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Email to request Faculty participation 
Dear Faculty:
I am a doctoral student at Northern Illinois University, School of Education, 
Technology, Research and Assessment conducting research on faculty participation 
in distance education. I invite you to assist me in this research.
This online survey at http://www.survevmonkev.com/s.asp?u=626411941902 
provides faculty members with an opportunity to communicate their opinions 
regarding faculty participation in distance education and, potentially, have a role in 
the future design of faculty policies regarding distance education. The intent of this 
survey is not to advocate for distance education. Rather the intent of this survey it 
to better understand what are the motivating, perceptual, resisting, and expectation 
factors of faculty members who adopt or choose not to adopt online learning?
This survey has been designed to include all faculty who currently are 
participating in distant education, faculty who previously have participated in 
distance education, and faculty who have never participated in distance education.
As a survey participant, I would appreciate your comments regarding the survey.
Please return the completed survey by April 1,2006. Survey completion is 
approximately 20 minutes. Your survey response will be confidential. If you have 
any questions about the survey, please contact me at ccooper@depaul.edu. If you 
are interested in receiving a summary of the results, please email me and provide me 
with your name and your campus address. Thank you for your time and support.
Sincerely,
Connie Cooper
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Never Started this 
semester





(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
How many 
courses have




(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
What has None Providing Designing/ Teaching/Co- Teaching/ Teaching/










None 1-3 types of 
technology
4-7 types of 
technology















(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
*Definitions: Innovators-faculty who are venturesome and choose to participate in distance education 
at the very beginning; Early adopters-faculty who others look to for direction; Early majority-faculty 
who deliberate and make decisions after much analysis; and Laggards-faculty who are traditional and 
want things to stay the same (Rogers, 2003).
** The point range for each adopter was as follows; innovator was 20-25, early adopter 15-19, early 
majority 10-14 and laggard 5-9.
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SURVEYED UNIVERSITIES








Alabama State University Montgomery AL No mission available 
online
Albany State University Albany GA No
Bemidji State University Bemidji MN No
Black Hills State 
University
Spearfish SD No
California University of 
Pennsylvania
California PA No






Delta State University Cleveland MS No mission available on 
line
Florida Gulf Coast 
University
Ft Myers FL No answer





Arkadelphia AR No answer
Indiana State University Terre Haute IN No answer
Jackson State University Jackson MS No mission available
Lock Haven University of 
Pennsylvania
LockHaven PA No answer
Louisiana Tech 
University
Ruston LA No answer
Minnesota State 
University-Moorhead
Moorhead MN Did not want faculty 
surveyed
Mississippi Valley State 
University
Itta Bena MS No answer
Murray State University Murray KY No answer
North Carolina A&T 
State University
Greensboro NC Faculty were too busy 
according to Provost
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University City State P artic ipation
North Georgia College & 
State University
Dahlonega GA No answer
Pennsylvania State 
University Penn St Erie 
Behrend College
Erie PA No mission
Slippery Rock University 
of Pennsylvania
Slippery Rock PA No mission
South Carolina State 
University
Orangeburg SC No answer
Southern University and 
A&M College




State University of West 
Georgia
Carrollton GA Responded after data was 
closed
SUNY College at 
Cortland
Cortland NY No answer
Tennessee Technological 
University
Cookeville T N Yes
University of Arkansas at 
Pine Bluff
Pine Bluff AR Yes
University of Nebraska at 
Kearney
Kearney NE No answer
University of Southern 
Indiana
Evansville IN Yes
University of Tennessee -  
Chattanooga
Chattanooga TN Yes
University of Wisconsin- 
Oshkosh
Oshkosh WI No -  Faculty too busy









Winona State University Winona MN Yes
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX J
IDENTIFIED FACTORS













Factor 3 - 
Communication
Factor 4 -  
Distance 
Education Ease
Factor 5 -Tech 
Training
















Tech support Communication 
with students













Improve course to 
meet student needs
Ease of delivery 
of course
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APPENDIX K
FACTOR LOADING














1 14.343 25.612 25.612 8.080 14.428 14.428
2 5.439 9.713 35.325 5.399 9.640 24.068
3 2.981 5.322 40.647 4.761 8.501 32.570
4 2.708 4.836 45.483 3.080 5.500 38.069
5 2.367 4.227 49.709 2.725 4.866 42.936
6 2.026 3.618 53.328 2.545 4.545 47.480
7 1.857 3.316 56.643 2.389 4.266 51.746
8 1.748 3.121 59.764 2.359 4.212 55.958
9 1.519 2.713 62.477 1.882 3.360 59.318
10 1.391 2.484 64.961 1.770 3.160 62.479
11 1.269 2.265 67.226 1.509 2.694 65.173
12 1.180 2.106 69.332 1.443 2.578 67.750
13 1.162 2.075 71.407 1.422 2.539 70.289
14 1.076 1.921 73.328 1.384 2.472 72.761
15 1.031 1.841 75.169 1.349 2.408 75.169
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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